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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Study, Authority & Location

The White River, Augusta, Arkansas, study was authorized by Section 14 of the Flood Control
Act of 1946, as amended (P.L.79-526), Emergency Streambank and Shore Protection. The
purpose of the Section 14 program is to construct emergency streambank and shore protection to
prevent natural erosion processes from damaging highways, highway bridge approaches, public
works, churches, public and private non-profit hospitals, schools, water and sewer lines, and
other public or non-profit facilities that offer public services to all, and known historic properties
eligible or listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

If an eligible facility is in imminent danger of failure, and after a request for a project has been
received from a potential non-Federal sponsor stating its desire to participate in a solution, the
Corps can conduct a feasibility study to analyze the problem, develop the solution, and determine
the feasibility of erosion protection. In the Feasibility Phase, the first $100,000 is 100%
federally funded. Any additional feasibility study costs would require an executed Feasibility
Cost Sharing Agreement (FCSA), stating all costs that exceed $100,000 would be cost-shared
50% federal and 50% non-federal.

Upon completion of the Feasibility Phase, if a project is recommended for implementation, the
project will move to the Design and Implementation Phase. All costs beyond the Feasibility
Phase are considered total project costs and are cost-shared 65% Federal and 35% non-Federal.
A minimum of 5% of the cost must be provided in cash. The remainder of the cost can be in cash
or work-in-kind. Steps in this phase include execution of a Project Partnership Agreement
(PPA), preparation of the plans and specifications, Clean Water Act Section 404 and 401
regulatory compliance, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance, construction
contract award, and project construction. The PPA defines the obligations of the federal
government and the sponsor in the construction, maintenance, and cost sharing of the project.

The study will identify the least cost alternative. The recommended plan is considered to be
justified if the total cost is less than the costs to relocate the threatened facility. No more than
12 months should pass between the start of the Feasibility Phase and the time the project is ready
for construction. Federal costs are limited to not more than $1,500,000 in one locality. Cost of
lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations of utilities, disposal areas, and the operation and
maintenance of the project is a non-federal responsibility.

The sponsor is the City of Augusta, Arkansas, located approximately 75 miles north of Little
Rock, Arkansas. The project area is located along the east bank (left descending bank) of the
White River in the city limits of Augusta, Arkansas, in Woodruff County. The project
boundaries are between River Mile (RM) 198.0 and RM 197.5 on the White River.

Figure 1 is a map of the project location.
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Figure 1: Project Location

1.2 Problems and Opportunities

Bank erosion is occurring along the left bank of the White River between RM 198.0 and RM
197.5 threatening an underground city sewer main, a city access road, and two historic sites.
Large portions of the embankment slid off into the river after heavy rains in the spring of 2008
and 2009. The City of Augusta maintains a 15 inch ductile iron sewer main running parallel to
the river for approximately 1,800 feet. This sewer main carries effluent from city to the waste
water treatment facility located approximately 3,500 feet south of the study area. The sewer
main provides sewer services for 2,665 users in the City of Augusta. If the embankment
continues to deteriorate, Augusta could lose up to 1,500 linear feet of their sewer main, a city
road with parking lot, the historic American Legion Hut, and a historic cultural resource button
factory site. Failure of the sewer main will cause significant environmental damages. There are
three mussel species of state conservation concern in this vicinity of the river that would be
harmed by a sewer main failure.

White River, Augusta, Arkansas
CAP Section 14 Draft Feasibility Report and EA



High water events in the spring of 2008 and 2009 further intensified the erosion problems. The
erosion along approximately 0.4 miles of river bank resulted in the horizontal loss of the bank
about 10 feet landward. Prior to these flooding events, the bank was full of vegetation,
consisting of several large 3 to 4 foot diameter trees. As soon as the water receded, it became
evident the 15-inch ductile iron sewer main was in danger of being exposed. The City of
Augusta has placed riprap on sections of the bank attempting to halt the erosion with very little
success. The severe erosion along approximately 1,950 feet of river bank resulted in the
accelerated horizontal loss of the bank 10 feet landward.

The opportunity exists to protect the City of Augusta’s sewer main, access road, historic
American Legion Hut and historic button factory site by stabilizing the White River bank
adjacent to these facilities.

The following photos show the erosion on the bank adjacent to the sewer main:

L e —

Figure 2: LookingMUpstream
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Plan: Relocation of Sewer Main and Historic Structure.

Under the No Action alternative (also referred to as the “Without Project Condition’ alternative),
the City of Augusta would relocate approximately 1,500 linear feet of sewer main away from the
continually eroding riverbank and place it under city streets. The alternative would include
relocating one historic structure and a city road. The city would do this to avoid failure of the
sewer main and the environmental consequences of sewage into the White River in the absence
of Federal action.

2.2 Action Alternatives
2.2.1 Preliminary:

Other schemes and alternatives were considered and rejected throughout the process, including
using bendway weirs and bioengineering methods. Bioengineering provides a lower, less
permanent level of protection and also poses the threat of early failure due to the length of time
required to establish an adequate root system. Large houseboats moor adjacent to the riverbank
creating a safety hazard with bendway weirs.

The two remaining plans provide equal benefits using different designs. Both were explored to
discover if there would be savings with one plan over the other.

2.2.2 Alternative 2: Full Length Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection.

Alternative 2 consists of 1950 feet of longitudinal fill stone toe protection (LFSTP). The LFSTP
will be placed parallel to the bank with a crest elevation of 195.5 ft, NAVD88, a 10 foot bench
width, and 1.5H:1V side slope. The downstream end will be tied into an existing revetment built
by Bunge Corporation. The upstream end will end at the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
launching ramp and will be tied back into the existing bank 40 ft.

This alternative will stabilize the bank by providing launchable stone to fill future scouring at the
toe of the structure. O&M will consist of visual inspections that can be done at little cost to the
sponsor. The material quantities required are shown in Table 1. Typical cross-section for
Alternative 2 is shown in Figure 5, detail A.

A site map of the project location and Alternative 2 features is shown in Figure 6.

White River, Augusta, Arkansas
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2.2.3 Alternative 3: Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection with Bank Paving.

Alternative 3 consists of approximately 1300 ft of longitudinal fill stone toe protection (LFSTP)
with bank paving on the upstream portion of the project and approximately 650 of bank paving
only on the downstream portion. The LFSTP will be placed parallel to the banks with a crest
elevation of 193.5 ft, NAVD88, 10 ft bench width, and 1.5H: 1V side slope. Above the LFSTP,
a two (2) foot thickness of bank paving will be placed to elevation 195.5 at a 1.5:1 slope. The
650 foot long bank paving portion will include excavating the existing bank back to a 2H: 1V
slope and placing a three (3) foot thickness of full bank paving at the same grade with a key
trench excavated at the toe elevation of 175 ft, and rebuilding an existing berm at the top of the
bank at this bank paving portion.

This alternative will stabilize the bank by providing launchable stone upstream to fill any future
scouring of the toe, and the armored bank downstream will prevent bank sloughing and future
horizontal bank loss. The downstream end will be tied into an existing revetment built by Bunge
Corporation. The upstream end will end at the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission launching
ramp and will be tied back into the existing bank 40 ft. This design was suggested by the City of
Augusta’s engineer.

O&M will consist of visual inspections that can be done at little cost to the sponsor. The
material quantities for this alternative are shown in Table 1.

Typical cross sections of Alternative 3 are displayed in Figure 5, detail B and detail C.

Table 1: Estimate of Quantities - based on average bank height and slopes

Relocate Longitudinal Fill .
Alternatives sewer Stone Toe Protection BZ% izwsng Excavation Clez:greiré?n(érub,
main and keys y
1 No Action Yes 0 0 0 0
2 Full
Length No 13,888 Tons 0 148 CY 2,167 SY
LFSTP
3 LFSTP
with Bank No 12,328 Tons 4,741 Tons 5810 CY 2,167 SY
Paving
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Figure 5: Typical Cross Sections of Alternative 2 (detail A) and Alternative 3 (detail B and C).
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2.3 Estimated Cost of Alternatives

Table 2 summarizes the estimated Project Cost (not Fully-Funded) of the three alternatives
at May 30, 2012 price level.

Table 2: Estimated Project Cost of Alternatives

City of Augusta, Arkansas - Section 14
Feature Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3
Construction Contract Cost $959,000 $793,000 $1,014,000
Engineering & Design $94,000 $51,000 $64,000
Construction Management $66,000 $69,000 $89,000
LERRD $31,000 $75,000 $75,000
TOTALS $1,150,000 $988,000 $1,242,000
8
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3.0 ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS

3.1

Economic Analysis

The benefits of the bank stabilization project are the savings from not relocating the sewer main.
The net benefits are the difference in cost between Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3.
Table 3 summarizes the analysis.

The annual net benefit of each alternative is the difference between the annual costs of the No

Action plan and the Alternatives. Alternative 2 has annual net benefits of $7,700. The benefit-
to-cost ratio is the ratio of the annual cost of the No Action plan compared to the annual cost of
Alternative 2, which is 1.2 to 1. As the benefit-to-cost ratio of Alternative 2 is greater than 1.0,
Alternative 2 is economically justified. Alternative 3 has a cost to benefit ratio of less than 1.0
and is therefore not economically justified.

Table 3: Economic Analysis*

Construction Contract Cost
Engineering & Design
Construction Management
LERRD

Project First Cost
Interest Rate

Construction Period, years
Interest Rate Monthly

Economic Life
Interest During Construction

Investment Cost
Annual Cost
Interest
Amortization

Total Annual Cost

Net Annual Benefits

Benefit to Cost Ratio

Alt 1: * No Action’ Alt 2: Alt 3:
Relocation of Sewer Full Length Longitudinal Fill
Main Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection
And Historic Structure | Stone Toe Protection | with Bank Stabilization
$959,000 $793,000 $1,014,000
94,000 51,000 64,000
66,000 69,000 89,000
31,000 75,000 75,000
1,150,000 988,000 1,242,000
4.00% 4.00% 4.000%
0.5 0.5 0.5
0.327% 0.327% 0.327%
50 50 50
$9,500 $8,100 $10,200
$1,159,500 $996,100 $1,252,200
46,400 39,800 50,100
7,600 6,500 8,200
$54,000 $46,300 $58,300
_ $7,700 $(4,300)
1.20 0.93

*Using Estimated Costs (not fully funded) at May 30, 2012 price level
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O&M for Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 will consist of visual inspections that can be done at
little cost to the sponsor.

3.2  Environmental Impacts

The proposed actions will not result in any significant impacts to the human environment. Minor
construction related impacts will occur to the following resources:

e Water (increased turbidity)

e Biological (vegetation removal, air (emissions and dust))

e Noise (construction equipment and vehicles)

Environmental compliance is on-going and will be completed prior to construction. For detailed
information on environmental compliance see page 5 of Appendix A, section titled *Status of
project with Applicable Law and Statutes’.

Section 404 and Section 10 permits will be obtained prior to start of construction.
3.3 Views of the Public and other Agencies

The Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission (ANHC) indicated there were three mussel species
of state concern: the Purple Wartyback (Cyclonaias tuberculata), the Hickorynut (Obovaria
olivaria), and the Monkeyface (Quadrula metanevra), which the ANHC identified at locations
upstream of the project area. The proposed actions will not adversely affect these species. The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicated that they were not aware of any federally
listed species in the vicinity of the project area. Other agencies contacted either expressed
support or declined to object to the proposed project. Comment letters are in Appendix A.

4.0 THE RECOMMENDED PLAN

Alternative 2, Full Length Longitudinal Stone Toe Protection, is the recommended plan because
it is economically justified with a cost to benefit ratio of 1.2 to 1 and with the greatest excess
benefits over cost. This plan will provide the most economical protection for the lower bank.
This plan will eliminate most of the risk of exposing the sewer main due to losing the top bank.
Alternative 2 provides a high level of protection for the sewer main, historic structure, access
road with parking, and the button factory site without resulting in significant impacts to the
environment.

11
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

Completion of this report by the Little Rock District Engineer must occur before the project can
be constructed. Upon completion of the feasibility phase, the project will move to the design and
implementation phase. Steps in this phase include execution of a Project Partnership Agreement
(PPA), preparation of the plans and specifications, Clean Water Act Section 404 and 401
regulatory compliance, National Environmental Policy Act compliance, construction contract
award, and project construction. These steps are described in further detail as follows:

a. The non-federal sponsor, City of Augusta, Arkansas, must declare their intent in a
letter (see Appendix C) to enter into a PPA for the design and construction of the project. This
letter must state they are willing and have the authority to sign a PPA.

b. The report and EA must go out for public review for 30 days. The final report must be
approved by the Division Commander.

c. The PPA must be executed.

d. Plans and specifications for construction of the project must be completed by the Army
Corps of Engineers.

e. Project lands, easements, rights-of-way, access routes, relocations, and disposal areas
must be acquired by the sponsor, and rights-of-entry must be provided to the Corps.

f. A cash contribution, equal to at least 5% of the project cost, must be provided by the
sponsor. An additional cash contribution, such that the total non-Federal share equals 35%, must
also be provided by the sponsor.

g. Construction contracts must be advertised and awarded.

5.1 Federal and Non-Federal Cost Sharing

The non-Federal sponsor is responsible for a minimum of 35% and a maximum of 50% of total
project costs. In accordance with the terms of the PPA, the non-Federal sponsor must pay 5% of
total project costs in cash and provide all lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and
disposal areas (LERRD’s) required for the project. If the value of the non-Federal sponsor’s
contributions listed above is less than 35% of the total project costs, the non-Federal sponsor
must pay additional cash contribution, so that its total contribution equals 35% of the total
project costs. The Federal project limit is $1,500,000.

The total fully-funded project cost of Alternative 2 is $1,010,000 of which 35% is $353,500.
The 5% cash contribution is $50,500 and the LERRD’s are $76,000. Of this $76,000 LERRD,
$69,880 is sponsor credit and $6,120 is Federal review cost. An additional cash or work-in-kind
contribution of $233,120 from the sponsor is required. The City of Augusta will be providing
this portion as work-in-kind. The Federal Cost Share is $656,500. The City of Augusta’s work-
in-kind will consist of the City of Augusta issuing and managing a separate contract to construct
a portion of the bank protection equivalent to their remaining share, using the same design and
details as the Federal portion.

Table 4 summarizes the Federal and non-Federal cost share for Alternative 2.

12
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Table 4: Summary of the Federal and Non-Federal Fully Funded Costs For Alternative 2

Non-Federal
Feature Federal Cost Cost Total Cost
LERRD $6,120 $69,880 $76,000
Design & Implementation Costs:
Construction $809,000 SO $809,000
Engineering & Design $53,000 SO $53,000
Construction Mgmt $72,000 SO $72,000
TOTALS $940,120 $69,880 $1,010,000
Cash Contribution (5%) ($50,500) $50,500 SO
Local Cost Share to meet (35%)
Requirement
(to be done as Work In Kind) (5233,120) $233,120 SO
FINAL COST ALLOCATION $656,500 $353,500 $1,010,000
COST SHARE PERCENTAGES 65% 35% 100%

5.2 Federal Responsibilities

The Corps would be responsible for the preparation of the plans and specification as well as the
construction of a majority of the bank stabilization project. Project construction is contingent
upon the sponsor and the Corps of Engineers signing a Project Partnership Agreement (PPA).

5.3 Non-Federal Responsibilities

Prior to implementation, the non-federal sponsor is responsible for the following:

a. Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, access
routes, relocations, and disposal areas necessary for project construction.

b. In accordance with the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (PL 99-662),
provide a cash contribution equal to at least 5 % of the total project cost. This cash contribution
is currently estimated at $50,500 and should be provided before the Federal contract for
construction is advertised for bidding.

13
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c. Provide additional cash contribution such that the total non-Federal share is equal to
35 % of the project cost. This additional cash contribution, which the sponsor plans to provide
as work-in-kind, is estimated at $233,120.

d. Hold and save the United States free from damages caused by the construction,
operation, and maintenance of the project, excepting damages due to the fault or negligence of
the United States or its contractors.

e. Maintain and operate the project after completion without cost to the United States.

f. Assume full responsibility for all project costs in excess of the Federal cost limitation
of $1,500,000.

g. Execute a Project Partnership Agreement (PPA) incorporating all required measures of
local cooperation. Appendix | contains a copy of the draft PPA.

54 Sponsor’s Financial Plan

The City of Augusta’s Letter of Intent, dated March 07, 2011, stating their willingness to cost
share in implementing the project, is included in Appendix D. The sponsor’s Self-Certification
of Financial Capability, stating their ability to cost share in implementing the project, is included
in Appendix E. The sponsor is going to construct a portion of the project to meet their additional
cost share requirement. They have secured a grant from the Arkansas Community and Economic
Development Program.

55 Real Estate Requirements

The recommended plan will require stabilizing the left descending bank of the White River
between RM 197.5 and RM 198.0 and will involve approximately 3.18 acres of land. The
following real estate easements are required to implement the proposed plan.
e Bank Stabilization Area of 2.20 acres
e Staging Area easement of 0.60 acres
e Road Access easement of 0.38 acres
e A map of the real estate easements is in Appendix B, Real Estate Plan. The costs for
these easements are estimated at $76,000. The lands to be acquired are not part of the
facilities being protected.

5.6 Schedule

Project approval and a commitment of Federal funds for construction will be requested. Once
received, the PPA will be executed, followed by advertising and awarding a contract. Listed
below are the major project milestones and the expected completion dates.

Receive Project Approval and Federal Design & Implementation Funds- August 29, 2012
Sign PPA and request sponsor’s funds- September 07, 2012

Complete plans and specification package- January 31, 2013

Certify Real Estate land acquisition — April 9, 2013
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Advertise — April 10, 2013

Bid Opening — May 13, 2013

Contract Award — June 28, 2013

Start Construction — July 01, 2013
Complete Construction — October 25, 2013

6.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A serous bank erosion problem is occurring along the right bank of the White River between RM
197.5 and RM 198.0, threatening an underground sewer main, city access road to the river, one
historic structure, and one historic cultural resource. This sewer main carries effluent from the
City of Augusta to the Augusta Wastewater Treatment Facility and provides service to 2, 665
users in the City of Augusta. If the embankment continues to deteriorate the City of Augusta
could lose a large portion of their underground sewer main, the historic Augusta American
Legion Hut, and the historic button factory site.

The recommended plan is Alternative 2, Full Length Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection,
because it will provide protection for the entire bank by providing launchable stone upstream to
fill any future scouring of the toe, eliminating most of the risk of losing the top bank and
exposing the water line. This alternative provides the most economical level of streambank
protection with a benefit to cost ratio of 1.2. The fully funded project cost of Alternative 2 is
$1,010,000.

The City of Augusta is willing and financially capable of cost sharing in the project construction.
The Corps of Engineers finds that the recommended plan will have no significant adverse
environmental impacts, and an Environmental Impact Statement according to the National
environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190) is not required. Therefore, the Corps of
Engineers recommends that the recommended plan, as described in this report, be approved for
implementation under the authority of Section 14 of the Flood control Act of 1946, as amended.

Date:

Glen A. Masset
Colonel, U.S. Army
District Engineer
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action

Augusta is located approximately 60 miles northeast of Little Rock and about 20 miles east of
Searcy, Arkansas. The City of Augusta is the sponsor, and requested assistance with a bank
erosion problem by phone in the summer of 2010. A site visit was conducted with the sponsor
on 31 August 2010. A large amount of bank erosion is occurring along the outward bend of the
White River at Augusta. The riverbank is eroding endangering access to a local city road and a
sewer line that parallels the river bank in the proposed project area. The possibility also exists
for damages to historical site located on the endangered city road by continued erosion of the
riverbank. Stream bank stabilization is needed along the east bank of the White River for
approximately 2,000 feet at this location. Other alternatives might include relocation of
imperiled buildings, and the existing sewer line. Recreational opportunities and wildlife habitat
areas could be improved along the river corridor. The project benefits would include a reduction
in flood damages, protection of existing sewer works and bank stabilization.

This environmental assessment is being conducted by the Little Rock District, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
guidelines pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.

1.2 Project Location

The study is located along the east bank (left descending bank) of the White River in the city
limits of Augusta, Arkansas, in Woodruff County. Bank stabilization is needed along the east
bank of the White River to protect an adjacent sewer line and a city road. Figure 1 is a map of
the project location.
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1.2 Environmental Compliance

Environmental compliance is an on-going process and will be completed prior to initiating
construction activity. As seen in the table below, compliance with the Clean Water Act, Rivers
and Harbors Act, and the Arkansas Water Quality Standards are listed as being partially fulfilled.
Section 404 and Section 10 permits will be obtained, as well as a Short Term Activity
Authorization (STAA) from the State of Arkansas, which authorizes a temporary excursion from
the turbidity water quality standard during construction of the project. Once the permits for the
project are secured, then all applicable Federal and State requirements will be in full compliance.

Status of Project with Applicable Laws and Statutes

Item Compliance
FEDERAL STATUTES

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act, as amended,

16 U.S.C. 469, et. Seq. Full
Clean Air Act of 1977, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 7609, et. seq. Full
Clean Water Act, as amended, (Federal Water Pollution Control Act)

33 U.S.C. 1251, et. seq. Partial
Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. 1451, et. seq. N/A
Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531, et. seq. Full
Estuary Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. 1221, et. seq. N/A
Federal Water Project Recreation Act, 16 U.S.C. 460-12, et. seq. Full
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. 661, et. seq. Full
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, 16 U.S.C. 460/ -460/-11, et. seq. N/A
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuary Act, 33 U.S.C. 1401, et. seq. N/A
National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. 4321, et. seq. Full
National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 470a, et. seq. Full
Rivers and Harbor Act, 33 U.S.C. 401, et. seq. Partial
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, 16 U.S.C. 1001, et. seq. N/A
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. 1271, et. seq. Full

Executive Orders, Memorandums, etc.

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management,

May 24, 1977 (42 CFR 26951; May 25, 1977) Full
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands,
May 24, 1977 (42 CFR 26961; May 25, 1977) Full

Council on Environmental Quality Memorandum of August 11, 1980:
Analysis of Impacts on Prime or Unique Agricultural Lands in

Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act. Full
Executive Order 12114, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal
Actions. N/A

STATE AND LOCAL POLICIES
Partial

Arkansas Water Quality Standards
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Note: The compliance categories used in this table were assigned based on the following definitions:

a. Full Compliance — All requirements of the statute, executive order, or other policy and related
regulations have been met for this stage of planning.

b. Partial Compliance — Some requirements of the statute, executive order, or other policy and
regulations remain to be met but if applicable will be met before construction commences (i.e.
404 permits and State short term activity authorization).

c. Noncompliance — None of the requirements have been met for this stage of planning.

d. Not Applicable — Statute, executive order, or other policy not applicable.

14 Project Authority and Regulatory Requirements

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District is conducting this project under the
authority of Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946 as amended. The purpose of the
Section 14 program is to construct emergency stream bank and shoreline protection to prevent
natural erosion processes from damaging highways, highway bridge approaches, public works,
churches, public and private non-profit hospitals, schools, and other public or non-profit facilities
offering public services.

The proposed action will require the excavation and disposal of fill material below the ordinary
high water mark (OHW) between RM 198.0 and 197.5 on the White River. This work below the
OHW will require a Clean Water Act section 404 permit. In addition, since the White River is a
navigable stream, a Section 10 permit from the River and Harbors Act of 1899 will also be
needed. Both permit requirements, issued as a single permit with reference to both authorities,
will be obtained prior to construction of the proposed action. Since Augusta is within the
western edge of the Memphis District Corps of Engineers, they will issue the 404 (b) (1)
guidelines and the Section 404 and Section 10 permit. Due to the length of the proposed
stabilization, a waiver for the nationwide permit will be issued. A copy of a Section 404
Nationwide Permit 13 is attached as Appendix B.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
2.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The recommended alternative for solving the erosion problem adjacent to the city road and sewer
line is to implement Alternative 2 (see figure 2), which consists of 1950 feet of longitudinal fill
stone toe protection (LFSTP) that provides protection from further toe erosion. The launchable
stone will applied to produce a 1.5H: 1V slope. The stone will be placed at the bottom of the
riverbank slope with a thickness to provide a 10 foot wide bench and a crest elevation of 195.5
feet. The downstream end will be tied into an existing revetment built by Bunge. The upstream
end will end at the Game and Fish launching ramp and will be tied back into the existing bank 40
feet.

STRUCTURE ALIGNME
APPROX 1 950 ET LEN

Road Access SITE MAP P
I:l Construction_Easamants AUGUSTA, AR BANK STABAUZATlON

Figure 2 - Alternative 2
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2.2 Alternatives to the Proposed Action

Other alternatives to the proposed action have been considered to prevent and rectify erosion of
the bank: (1) Alternative 1 (no action) will allow continued erosion of the river bank in the
project area. Degradation will continue to occur and may possibly result in a loss of use of the
city road, with restricted access to the river, and loss of the sewer line, necessitating relocation. .
(3) Alternative 3 consists of the placement of approximately 1300 feet of longitudinal stone toe
protection, with bank paving on the upstream portion of the project and approximately 650 feet
of bank paving only on the downstream portion. The LFSTP will be placed parallel to the bank
with a crest elevation of 193.5 feet, 10 foot wide bench and 1.5H: 1V side slope. Above the
LFSTP a two foot thick bank paving will be placed to elevation 195.5 at a 1.5:1 slope. The 650
foot long bank paving portion will include excavating the existing bank back to a 2H: 1V slope
and placing a three foot thick full bank paving at the sane grade with a key trench excavated at
the toe elevation of 175 feet. This alternative will stabilize the bank by providing launchable
stone upstream to fill any future scouring of the toe, and the armored bank downstream will
prevent bank sloughing and future horizontal bank loss. The downstream end will be tied to an
existing revetment built by Bunge. The upstream end will stop at the Game and Fish launching
ramp and will be tied back into the existing bank 40 feet. Other alternatives were considered and
rejected, such as bendway weirs and upper bank bioengineering. Bioengineering provides a
lower, less permanent level of protection and also poses the threat of early failure due to the
length of time required to establish an adequate root system. Large houseboats moor adjacent to
the riverbank, creating a safety hazard with bendway weirs. Alternative 3 drove up the costs of
implementation significantly without affording a cost effective increase in erosion protection,
therefore this alternative was not evaluated further.

2.3 No Action Alternative.

Acceptance of a “no-action” plan would result in the continued erosion of the right descending
bank of the White River between approximately RM 198.0 and RM 197.5. The end result will
be the eventual compromise of an adjacent city road, and the compromise of an existing sewer
line which parallels the river bank at this location. Under this no action alternative, the City of
Augusta will be responsible for relocating approximately 1,500 feet of 15-inch sewer line away
from the eroding riverbank. There is also an historic building and an historic site that will also
need to be relocated and/or protected.
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Table 2 Summary of the Potential Effects of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Resource Proposed Action Alt G No Action
. ernative )
Alternative 2 Alternative 1
Land Use Land use would remain the Current urban land use would Continued erosion of the

same. The project area
would be stabilized and no
longer endanger the city
road, sewer line and historic
building.

be disrupted due to
relocation of the city street,
sewer line and historic
building.

bank will eventually cause
damage to the city road,
historic building and the
sewer line.

Water Resources

Temporary construction
related increase in turbidity
will occur. Stabilization of the
riverbank will decrease
current scouring, which is
currently causing higher
levels of turbidity in the river.

Same as proposed action.

Continued scouring will
increase turbidity in this
portion of the White River.

Cultural Resources

The proposed project will
avoid damage to the known
site within the project area by
bringing in fill to add to the
existing bank. The area that
will be cut back has been
surveyed and no cultural
resources were recorded.
This type of project will not
affect the integrity of the
historic structure near the
project area. Therefore, no
known historic properties will
be affected by this
undertaking.

Same as proposed action

Continued scouring would
destroy the known site in the
project area, threaten the
nearby historic structure, and
potentially impact previously
unknown cultural resources.

Biological
Resources

Construction of the proposed
action will provide a stable
riverbank in the project area
and provide rock habitat that
could be used by aquatic
species in the river.

Same as proposed action

Continued scouring will
prevent vegetation growth
along the riverbank and
destroy riparian habitat along
the river in the project area.
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Resource Proposed Action Alt G No Action
. ernative .
Alternative 2 Alternative 1

HTRW No impact to HTRW Same as proposed action. Damage to the sewer line
resources will occur. could cause spillage of its
Construction related best contents thus releasing
management practices will biological contaminants into
insure that no oils or fuels are the White River
spilled in the project area.

Air Quality Temporary construction Same as proposed action No impact to the air quality of
related increase in emissions the project area will occur.
will occur. These emissions
will be within EPA
requirements and will be
related to construction
vehicles and equipment. No
impairment to the project
area air quality will occur.

Noise Temporary construction Same as proposed action No change in current noise

related increase in noise
would occur due to
construction vehicles and
equipment.

levels will occur.

Socioeconomic

The proposed project will
provide temporary job
opportunities during the
construction phase of the
project.

Same as proposed action

The loss of the use of the
adjacent city road will limit
access to this portion of the
river, and loss of the sewer
line will impact inhabitants
until an alternate route is
developed.

Recreation

The proposed project will
stabilize the shoreline aquatic
habitat and the longitudinal
stone toe protection could
provide additional fish
habitat.

Same as proposed action

Continued scouring will
destroy shoreline aquatic
habitat thereby decreasing
angler success in the area.
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Resource

Proposed Action
Alternative 2

Alternative 3

No Action
Alternative 1

Cumulative Affects

The proposed action will have
no cumulative effect when
combined with any
reasonably foreseeable past,
present of future projects in
the area.

Same as proposed action

The river bank will continue to
erode causing increased
turbidity and sedimentation to
aguatic habitat and sewer
line relocation will be

required
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1 Land Use

The project area is located in an area primarily devoted to urban activities. The primary
importance of the stabilization of this stretch of land is to protect the structural integrity of the
adjacent city road and protect the existing sewer line that runs parallel to the river bank.

No prime or unique farmlands (Council in Environmental Quality Memorandum of Full Analysis
of Impacts on Prime or Unique Agricultural Lands in Implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act: August 11, 1980) or wild and scenic rivers (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C.
1271, et. seq.) occur within the area of the proposed action.

3.2 Climate

Woodruff County is hot in the summer and moderately cool in winter. In winter the average
daily maximum temperature is 57.7 degrees Fahrenheit (F), and the average daily minimum

temperature is 36 degrees F. In the summer the average daily minimum temperature is 66.3

degrees F and the average daily maximum is 91.3 degrees F.

The total annual precipitation is about 51 inches. It is rather uniformly distributed throughout the
year, with approximately 60 percent occurring in winter and spring.

3.3  Topography, Physiography and Soils

Physiographically, Augusta is situated in Mississippi Alluvium of the Delta Ecoregion, and is
located on the east side of the White River in the floodplain.

The project area contains soils of Sharkey silty clay loam and Dundee fine sandy loam. Sharkey
soils in the project area are identified as Prime Farmland/Statewide Importance. Dundee fine
sandy loam in this area is also identified as Prime Farmland, however due to the location of the
White River this area is not protected from flooding. Therefore, these soil units would not be
considered as Prime Farmland for this location.

3.4 Water Resources

The primary water resource in the project area is the White River which originates in the Ozark
Mountains of Northwest Arkansas and empties into the Mississippi River in southeastern
Arkansas. Other streams in the area include Cypress Brake which enters the White River from
the east approximately one half mile upstream of the project area, and Taylor Bay, which enters
the White River from the east approximately 2.5 miles upstream of the project area. There are
no streams in the project vicinity that have a “wild or scenic” river designation.

12
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3.5 Cultural Resources

The White River in Arkansas had supported human occupation and industry from the earliest
human inhabitants in the area to modern times. This is evidenced by numerous prehistoric and
historic sites that are located along the banks of the river. This project area lies in “Northeast”
section of the state as described in A Sate Plan for the Conservation of Archeological Resources
in Arkansas (Davis 1982). The Sate Plan outlines 25 study units for the Northeast section.
These study units range from the earliest known human occupation of North America around
12,000 B.C. to settled Mississippian prehistoric occupation of the region and the subsequent
European settlement. An overview of the regions prehistory and history can be found in the
State Plan, as well as in Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Sudy of the White River Navigation
Project (Panamerican 2001) and numerous other documents, and need not be repeated here.

The District Archeologist referenced the Arkansas Archeological Survey’s archeological site
database (AMASDA) and reports of surveys done within the vicinity and there was one site
identified within the project area (3W0235). 3W0235 is the waste pile from the Augusta Button
Factory. It was revisited during the Panamerican (2001) survey and the only artifacts recovered
from the Panamerican survey were mussel shells with perforations that were referred to as
“button holes.” The site was also visited by the District Archeologist during a reconnaissance
survey for this project, and a few shells with perforations were found on the ground surface. The
area that will be impacted the most, the southern portion of the project, was surveyed by Branam
in 2010 and documented in a report titled, A Cultural Resources Survey for the Proposed
Augusta Levee Sabilization Project in Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas. Branam did not
identify any sites during this survey.

The General Land Office maps were also consulted and there is one historic field marked just
north of the project area and one marked south of the project area. No other historic features are
marked within this area. There are no known historic structures within the project area, but there
are three historic structures within the vicinity. The Augusta American Legion Hut lies directly
adjacent to the project area and the other two structures are located downtown Augusta.

Most areas along the White River have potential for cultural resources and one site has been
recorded within the project area which is mentioned above. There have been two surveys done
within the project area which include the Panamerican (2001) report mentioned above and the
report written by Branam (2010). These two surveys sufficiently covered the areas that will be
disturbed by this project and there should be no other historic properties present.

3.6  Biological Resources

The biological resources of the White River basin are extensive as a whole. The resources
specifically listed in this EA include vegetation, fish and wildlife, threatened and endangered
species, and wetlands.

13
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3.6.1 Vegetation

The original vegetation in this area was a mix of hardwood trees. Due to extensive urbanization
the majority of remaining vegetation includes grasses and weeds on the top of the riverbank, with
scattered woody vegetation consisting of sycamore, sweet gum, water oak, nuttall oak, cherry
bark oak and willow oak.

3.6.2 Fish and Wildlife

Wildlife species present in the project area are typical of those found in the alluvial flood plain,
and include white tail deer, wild turkey, coyotes and foxes. Small game animals such as rabbit,
raccoon, opossum, squirrels and possibly some furbearers such as river otter, mink or beaver
could occur in the vicinity of the proposed action.

Fishes of the White River include game species such as largemouth bass, crappie, bream, and
catfish, and various species of rough and commercial fish such as gar, carp, and suckers. The
White River is home to an assortment of fresh water mussels. A survey of freshwater mussels at
the location of the proposed bank stabilization was conducted by Welch/Harris, Inc. on 24 July
2010. A total of 197 specimens were collected from the five transects sampled. No large high
density concentrations of mussels were encountered in any of the transects, with most of the
specimens being collected in sand/gravel substrates toward mid-river from the toe of the
slope..Three species of state concern were collected during this survey: purple wartyback
(Cyclonaias tuberculata), one specimen, hickorynut (Obovaria olivaria),12 specimens, and
monkeyface (Quadrula metanerva), three specimens.

3.6.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service stated that the pink mucket (Lampsilis abrupta), scaleshell
(Leptodea leptodon), and fat pocketbook (Potamilus capax)—all listed as endangered species—
inhabit the lower White River downstream of Batesville. Also the rabbitsfoot (Quadrula
cylindrica) is a candidate for listing under the ESA (Endangered Species Act) and is also present
in the river. The 24 July 2010 survey found no threatened or endangered species in the project
area.

3.6.4 Wetlands

There are no jurisdictional wetlands located in the project area. The placement of fill material
(quarry run stone) below the high water mark of the White River will necessitate the
procurement of a section 404 permit (CWA) and since the White River is a navigable stream, a
Section 10 permit of the River and harbors Act will also be needed.

3.7  Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Wastes (HTRW)

There is no known hazardous, toxic or radioactive waste located in the project area

14
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3.8  Air Quality

The Clean Air Act of 1977, as amended requires Federal facilities to comply with all Federal,
state, interstate, and local requirements regarding the control and abatement of air pollution in
the same manner as any nongovernmental entity, including any requirement for permits. No
particular Federal requirements are involved that are not already incorporated into Arkansas
State law. According to the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ), the entire
state of Arkansas is in compliance with all EPA ambient air quality standards. Only ozone
concentrations occasionally approach the limit of the standard. The "Conformity Rule" of the
Clean Air Act of 1977, as amended (CAA) states that all Federal actions must conform to
appropriate State Implementation Plans (SIPs). This rule took effect on January 31, 1994, and at
present applies only to Federal actions in nonattainment areas (those not meeting the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for the criteria pollutants in the CAA). The state of Arkansas
including the Augusta area is considered an "attainment area” and is therefore exempt from the
"Conformity Rule"” of the CAA.

3.9 Noise

Noise levels in the project area are mild to moderate. Sources of noise include local vehicular
and rail traffic and barge loading and unloading activity from the nearby Bunge Corporation.

3.10 Socioeconomics

Woodruff County is located in the north east portion of the state, approximately 75 miles
from Little Rock, Arkansas. The county has a total area of 594 square miles, of which,
587 square miles is land and 7 square miles is water.

As of the census of 2010, there were 7,260 people, 3,323 households, and 2,439 families residing
in the county. The population density was 12.4 people per square mile. There were 3,893
housing units with2.26 persons per household. The racial makeup of the county was 69.9%
White, 27.5% Black or African American 0.2% Native American, 0.2% Asian, 0.1% Pacific
Island, 1.2% of the populations were Hispanic or Latino of any race. The county consists of a
population that is 18 years or younger 23%, 18 years to 65 years of age 59.2% and 65 years or
older 17.8%. The median age was 43.3 years.

The median income for a household in the county was $27,186 and the median income for a
family was $27,824. The per capita income for the county was $18,344. Approximately 22.90%
of persons were below the poverty line.

The economic makeup of Woodruff County consists of 137 nonfarm establishments. The largest
employer is the retail trade sector. This sector is composed of 24 establishments that employ
approximately 217 workers. This sector employs approximately 18% of the county workforce.

Augusta is the county seat and largest city in Woodruff County, Arkansas. As of the 2010
census there were 2,199 people, and 1,105 housing units.

15
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3.11 Recreational Resources
Recreational resources in the project area consist of recreational pursuits provided by the White

River such as boating and fishing opportunities. These activities will be enhanced by the
proposed bank stabilization of the project area.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
4.1 Land Use

The “No Action” alternative will result in the continued degradation of the shoreline. Under the
“Proposed Action” and Alternative 3, land use will remain basically the same. The eroding outer
bend of the White River will be protected by installation of longitudinal stone toe protection.

4.2 Water Resources

Water resources (White River) will continue to have increased turbidity levels if no action to
prevent bank scouring is implemented. The “Proposed Action” and Alternative 3 will result in
only temporary construction related increases in turbidity that should be localized. Water quality
in the immediate area will benefit from long term decreased turbidity due to bank stabilization.

4.3 Cultural Resources

The proposed action alternative and alternative 3 will not have adverse effects on cultural
resources. The no action alternative would likely have adverse effects on cultural resources. If
the no action alternative is chosen then site 3WO0235 will erode into the White River in the
immediate future and the Augusta American Legion Hut will be threatened by further erosion, or
will have to be relocated by the City of Augusta. If the proposed action alternative (or
alternative 3) is chosen then longitudinal fill stone toe protection will be placed parallel to the
existing bank in the area of 3W0235 in order to get the required stabilization of the bank. This
will avoid impacts to the site, preserve it for future study, and stabilize the bank which will
protect it from further erosion. This area was surveyed by Branam (2010) and no cultural
resources were identified, therefore no impacts to cultural resources will occur in areas where
there will be disturbance to the existing bank. The two historic fields on the GLO maps fall
outside the project area and have likely been disturbed by the construction of Augusta and the
surrounding area and will not be impacted by this project.

The American Legion Hut will not be directly impacted by the river action alternatives, and
although it is in the immediate vicinity of the building, this type of project will not affect the
historic integrity or “feeling” of the structure. In contrast, if the no action alternative is chosen
the structure will be threatened by further erosion of the bank and the structure will eventually
need to be moved to a new location to preserve it. The other two historic structures noted by the
SHPO are located away from the project area and will not be affected by this project.

The finding that significant cultural resources would not be affected by this project was initially
sent to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma for
comment on 23 December 2010. The SHPO responded with comments outlining these concerns.
After changes were made to the project which avoided impacting 3W0235 and the Branam
(2010) survey was reviewed by the District Archeologist a response letter sent to the SHPO
stating that with the project changes and the new information there would be no affect to historic
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properties. The SHPO responded on 25 February 2011 with the no effect finding; a copy of the
response letter can be found in Appendix A. No response was received from the Quapaw tribe.

4.4  Biological Resources

Biological resources will be impacted by loss of riparian habitat if the no action (alternative 1) is
implemented. The “Proposed Action” and alternative 3 will protect riparian habitat from further
degradation and also prevent the loss of terrestrial habitat used by wildlife. The installation of
the longitudinal stone toe protection (proposed action) will also potentially provide habitat for
aquatic species in the river and provide areas for fish congregation that could benefit anglers on
the river.

4.4.1 Vegetation

Vegetation will continue to be lost as long as the shoreline continues to erode. The proposed
action and alternative 3 will ensure the protection of the shoreline, which will revegetate with
native grasses and other vegetation, supplying wildlife with food and habitat resources.

4.4.2 Fish and Wildlife

Fish and wildlife resources will continue to suffer from loss of habitat as long as the shoreline is
being degraded. The proposed action and alternative 3 will benefit wildlife by protecting their
habitat.

4.4.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

The proposed action presented in this EA would not have any adverse impacts to threatened or
endangered species since none were identified at the project site, and there should be only
minimal impacts, if any, to the three state listed species of concern: purple wartyback
(Cyclonaias tuberculata, hickorynut (Obovaria olivaria), and monkeyface (Quadrula
metanerva). These species, totaling 16 individuals, were collected toward mid-river, away from
the toe of the bank where the bank stabilization activities will occur.

4.4.4 \Wetlands

There are no jurisdictional wetlands located in the project area. The placement of fill material
(quarry run stone) below the high water mark of the White River will necessitate the
procurement of a section 404 permit (CWA) and since the White River is a navigable stream, a
section 10 permit of the River and harbors Act will also be needed.

45 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste

No action presented in this EA would have any significant impacts on any hazardous, toxic, or
radioactive waste in the project area since none occurs.
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4.6  Air Quality

All action alternatives evaluated in this EA may result in a short-term impact to air quality as a
result of emissions from construction equipment. This impact will be limited to the construction
phase of the project.

4.7 Noise

Short-term noise impacts from heavy equipment are expected during the construction phase of
the project.

4.8 Socioeconomics

Under the no action alternative, it’s expected that there will be very minimal disruption, if any, to
the City of Augusta and Woodruff County. A breach (or relocation) of the sewer line would
cause a slight disruption to the operations of the wastewater plant in the short run; however, they
have a contingency plan in place that would allow them to continue operations with very little
impact to customers. However, the plant would not be able to sustain operations indefinitely if
there was a breach. In addition, a breach could contaminate the White River with its contents.
This contamination would definitely have a negative impact on the Augusta community, as well
as those downstream of Augusta. If this were to be the case, water supply sources originating
from the river for municipal and industrial and agricultural uses would certainly be affected. The
proposed action or alternative 3 would likely enhance fishing habitat in the area, possibly
attracting more anglers to the site.

4.9  Recreation Impacts

The no-action (alternative 1) could impact fishing in the area by resulting in an increased
turbidity and habitat destruction. The proposed action or alternative 3 would stabilize shoreline
aquatic habitat and the longitudinal stone toe protection should provide additional fishery habitat
for some species and therefore could improve angling opportunity in the area.

4.10 Cumulative Impacts

This section considers the cumulative effects resulting from implementation of the proposed
action and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative effects on the environment
result from the incremental effect of an action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative effects can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking
place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7).

Due to erosive nature of the White River and the soil characteristics of the riverbank scouring
and sediment deposition is and will always be a common occurrence on the river. Activities
such as the proposed action have and will continue to be implemented to protect the riverbank
where scouring threatens public structures and facilities. In general, these types of actions have
only minor construction related impacts on the environment and quite often provide good habitat
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for some aquatic species. Unlike other structures that are intended to train or control the river
course, bank protection structures such as the proposed action normally only maintain the status
quo of the river in regards to flow while eliminating erosion.

For this reason, the proposed action presented in this EA when considered with any additional
projects on the White River is not expected to result in any cumulative impacts.
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5.0 FINDINGS

In order to protect the shoreline in this portion of the White River and ultimately ensure that the
Augusta city road remains accessible and the imperiled sewer line is protected, some form of
bank protection is required. The results of this environmental assessment (EA) indicate that the
“Proposed Action” as presented in this EA would result in minimal affects to the human
environment, none of which are considered to be significant, and therefore dictate the
preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS) as required by NEPA.
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6.0 COORDINATION

The following agencies were coordinated with in the plan formulation of this project:

Melvin Tobin, Deputy Project Leader, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arkansas Field Office,
1500 Museum Road, Suite 105, Conway, AR 72032

Michael P. Jansky, Regional Environmental Review Coordinator, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Region VI, 6EN-XP, 1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200, Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Frances McSwain, Director, Arkansas Historic Preservation Program, 1500 Tower Building,
323 Center Street, Little Rock, AR 72201

George Rheinhardt, Arkansas Forestry Commission, 3821 W. Roosevelt Road, Little Rock,
AR 72204-6396

Teresa Marks, Director, Arkansas Dept of Environmental Quality, 5301 Northshore Drive,
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317

Scott Henderson, Director, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, 2 Natural Resources
Drive, Little Rock, AR 72205

Karen Smith, Director, Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, 1500 Tower Building, 323
Center Street, Little Rock, AR 72201

David Friewald, Director, U.S. Geological Survey, 401 Hardin Road, Little Rock, AR 72211

Gary Jones, AR Regional Director, FEMA, Region VI, Federal Regional Center, 800 North
Loop 288, Denton, TX 76210

Edward Swaim, Chief, Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission, Water Resource
Management Division, 101 E. Capitol, Suite 350, Little Rock, AR 72201

Richard W. Davies, Executive Director, Department of Parks and Tourism, #1 Capitol Mall,
Rm 4A-900, Little Rock, AR 72201

Paul K. Halverson, Director, Department of Health, 4815 West Markham, Little Rock, AR
72205

Michael Sullivan, State Conservationist, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources

Conservation Service, 700 West Capitol Ave., Room 3416, Federal Building, Little Rock, AR
72201
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Tracy L. Copeland, Arkansas State Clearinghouse, Department of Finance and
Administration, 1515 West 7" Street, Room 412, P.O. Box 3278, Little Rock, AR 72203

J. Randy Young, Executive Director, Arkansas Natural Resources Commission, 101 E.
Capitol Avenue, Suite 350, Little Rock, AR 72201-3827

Craig Uyeda, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, 2 Natural Resources Drive, Little Rock,
AR 72205

Steve Filipek, Assistant Chief, Fisheries Programs, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, 2
Natural Resources Drive, Little Rock, AR 72205

Dan Flowers, Director, Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department, 10324 Interstate
30, Little Rock, AR 72211

Jeanene Peckham, NEPA Specialist, BWQ-EM, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Suite 1200, Dallas, TX 75202-2733
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7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

1. Bob Singleton, Biologist, Environmental Branch, Planning and Environmental Section, U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District

2. Chris Page, District Archeologist, Environmental Branch, Planning and Environmental
Section, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District
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Appendix A. Correspondence

25



Appendix A Environmental Assessment
Section 14 Old Augusta-White River Bank Stabilization, Woodruff County, AR

December 21, 2010

Pl anni ng and Environnental Division

«fn» «l n»
«title»
«agency»
«of fice»
«addl»
«add2»
«City», «state» «zip»

Dear «sal utati on» «l n»:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Little Rock District, has initiated an "Emergency Streambank and
Shoreline Erosion Protection” study on the White River at Augusta located at River Mile 198 in the Augusta
city limits in Woodruff County, Arkansas. This study will be conducted under the authority of Section 14 of the
1956 Flood Control Act, as amended. The study will consists of a feasibility phase that upon completion can be
used for the design and implementation phase of this project.

The White River along the left descending bank in Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas, has been
actively eroding and endangering an adjacent city road and a sewer line that parallels the river bank. Figure 1 is
a map of the project location.

The Corps of Engineers is requesting information and comments that would assist in the preparation of
the study and accompanying environmental assessment (EA) as required by the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 and the Corps’ Engineer Regulation ER 200-2-2 “Procedures for Implementing NEPA”. Please
submit any information your agency may have by January 21, 2011. If comments are not received by this date,
we will assume your agency has no comments at this point on the proposed action. If there are any questions or
concerns, our environmental POC for this study is Mr. Bob Singleton at (501) 324-5018;
email:Robert.Singleton@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

Dana O. Coburn
Chief, Environmental Branch

Enclosure

26



Environmental Assessment

Section 14 Old Augusta-White River Bank Stabilization, Woodruff County, AR

Appendix A

<

—— e

_n....l'll.l-llllll

27



Appendix A

Environmental Assessment
Section 14 Old Augusta-White River Bank Stabilization, Woodruff County, AR

ETATE O ARKANSAS OFFICE OF INTERGOVEENMENTAL SERVICES
. 1515 Wedl Sevpath Ske, Sutte 330

Department of Finance et Offiee B 513
. . Liitle ok, Arnansas L2200-805]

and Administration e 15011 62207

e 1S -2 20
T weaeal s atgivedladis

Febtruary 7, 2011

M= Dana O Coburn

Chiel, Ervironmental Branch
Deparmeant of the Army

Liltle Rock Distrct Corps of Engineers
F.0), Box 367

Liitle Rock, AR F2203-0867

FE: The U.S Army Comps of Engineers, Little Rock District, has Initiated an
EMERGEMCY STREAMEBAMNK AND SHORELINE EROSION PROTECTION
STLEY on the White River at August located at River Mile 193 in the August City
Lirnitz in Woodruff County, Arkansas

Dear Ms. Coburn:

The State Clearinghouse has received the above document pursuant to the
Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.

Tor carmy out the review and comment pracess, this document was forwarded to
members of the Arkansas Technical Review Commitien. Resulting commernts raceived
from the Techriral Review Committee which reprezents the position of the State of
Arkansas are attached,

The Slale Clearinghouss wishes to thank wou for your cooperation with the
Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.

Sincerely,
\\—oi’;:—:j?nd \ M;P‘Iﬁﬁg

State Clearnghouse

TLCmd
Encloaure
CC: J. Randy Young
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or amail ar melson,rHong i ueda voey,

Sincerely.
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L., BrepArcnorne of Homekng Secwrids
FrWa, Hipoan

S Aaril; Joca 2us

[ e

- FEMA

Doz 3, 20101

Mr. Db Singleton

Mhe2d tmens of e Aty

Ll Bock Db Corps o Bngiogrs
"D Box 567

M4t Rnck, &R 72203-0867

RE: HErergenoy Stresmbuek o Shage’ e Brosion Frocecnem Siudy
White Foves, Auungta, AL

1eur W, Sinple oo
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In review e e cument offestive Fluol Ins waes Bole Maps B Sugnate, Srheezsas, we ol a1k wast
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am By
_ﬁ-&#n?ﬁ"; UNITED STATES ENVIRCNHMEHTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
H % REGION &
’! m 7 1445 ROSS AVENLIE. SUITE 1200
’%’ .ﬂ‘* DALLAS, TH TE205-7735
AL
January 6, 2011
Bob Sinpleton

Liftle Bovk THaricl, Corps of Tozinguems
Flimning und Envirsnmental Thivisiim
Pk Box 867

Little Rock, Arkansas 722053-U80G7

Subpect; Frvironmentyl A syessmenl By Erocrgeney Streanthunk ecd Sherehne Trodem
Protectivn e e White River al Aupostic Srkidisis

Lyear M, Singletor:

The Envirantental Prodsclion Agensy (™A ) Region f has raceived your
cattespancdance, dated December 21, 2010, repardlinp seoping tor the Huvironmental Assesament
(EA) for Emcracney Strcambank and Shorcline Brosioe: Frotection on the White Biver at
Aueusla, Artkansas, In aceerdanes with -he Matonal Eovirenaonental Folivy Ael, and ander
Section 309 ul the Cleun Adr Acl, our agerney bus ddeniled areas o conceen that ghoodd e

vddressed 1 the 1IA:

s Hebpraldy Tegyed species within 2,500 meters ol The progect unea

v places s the Nallonal Regizter of Histore Places within 100 meters of the
PICHECL AT

»  plnces on the Wational Reglater ol 1lstorie Places witkin 1OX meters of the
(el dna
EFA ropulated facilitics within 100U melers of The progest arey
wellands may be within or near Lhe project area

[Meass note that the proposed projoct may ks subjoet 2o otleer fedoral, state, and sl
repulmticns, Flonse sce sttachod documentation, Thaak vou [or your coordination und dan’L
Lwssilates 1o vonles| John MaeTearlere, almy stall, g, 2H-663-7407 o nuelurane Jdinfdeps oy
shusuld you buve aoy uestions or concaens regatding this letsar.

Singerely, 0

|
’ \ ’ -
%ML tzév*:':*’-&a,
Rhoanda Srith

Chict, (Office of Planning and
Courhinalion

Lnchasure

AecycledHecyclnbin « Pifec wih Vapgatabka O Fasad ks en 000 Nicyoban] Digi (it s ]
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January 13, 2441

wir. Rohort Sinygleton

Latle Rock Daamier, Corps af Dniineers
Marmitgz: & Cowivonenenlal Bivision
[ost Office Box 567

Little ok, Arlcanzas F220E-0567

RE: WisslralU Counly - Aupusta
Sectioty 106 Rovicew - CCE
bmeorgeney Streambank & Snoreline Protection
AHPP Tracking Nor 74985

Drear Mr. Singleton:

Lhis letter 33 writton in respamss to yonl Inguiry reEarding projerics of
arehilestal, histosival, o sochsulogion #ipmi Reange nothe areg o ihe
relerenved prigecl. By atsllhas review ed Ove decanentation regacd:ng the
ahave-relerenced undettaking, aod v cecords shaw that one archealogzical
site (3Wi235) and duee historic stracturce (W OU041 - Auguste Anerean
Leygion Hut, Wionss - Building at =26 5. First Street sl WOO0066 - Braliling
an |28 5. First Siveal) ane lnesed in close proximily o the sobject project wd
ey fre alTecled by the proposed worle, 3WO238 s lizille G incloston in
the Matioral Regisrer of Historie Places and WOO041, WiO00GS and YWILHMKG
are aligible as contributing clermeonts of the Anpsra Conmeorcist Hizmome
Distriet,

We recerrmneri 1Bal o coltural resources surves e condocted o determine the
surrenl salus of hese propecties, ad whether additional aarecerded sites are
prezent. A repocr of that work thar mects current enidelines for archeolagical
fickidwork and oport wirtting in Arkan=us sheold be submiiled [oT review: puior
0 privject implemontation.

Thark you lur G apporieonly Lo curmenl oo this wnderlakiog. L you bave
any gueslions, please eonmact Ceorze MeCluskey of my saffac {5011 324-
QEED,

Sinecrely,

. ~ i 1

:[ @A LLND M@Luw\_
Frances MeSwain

Diepnmy &rate Historic resenvation Officor

iR it Treaey T Clopedund, Stare Dlearnghose
TIr. Ann W Tarly, Arkanmas Archeoleuice. Sureesy
Do Ancrea A Z[unter, Csage Kation
s Jean Ann Lambert, Guapaw Tiibe of Oklaboma
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Appendix B. Nationwide Permit #13 Bank Stabilization

Nationwide Permit No. 13

Bank Stabilization. Bank stabilization activities necessary for erosion prevention, provided the activity meets all of the
following criteria:

(a) No material is placed in excess of the minimum needed for erosion protection;

(b) The activity is no more than 500 feet in length along the bank, unless the district engineer waives this criterion by
making a written determination concluding that the discharge will result in minimal adverse effects;

(c) The activity will not exceed an average of one cubic yard per running foot placed along the bank below the plane of
the ordinary high water mark or the high tide line, unless the district engineer waives this criterion by making a written
determination concluding that the discharge will result in minimal adverse effects;

(d) The activity does not involve discharges of dredged or fill material into special aquatic sites, unless the district
engineer waives this criterion by making a written determination concluding that the discharge will result in minimal adverse
effects;

(e) No material is of a type, or is placed in any location, or in any manner, that will impair surface water flow into or
out of any waters of the United States;

(f) No material is placed in a manner that will be eroded by normal or expected high flows (properly anchored trees and
treetops may be used in low energy areas); and,

(9) The activity is not a stream channelization activity.

This NWP also authorizes temporary structures, fills, and work necessary to construct the bank stabilization activity.
Appropriate measures must be taken to maintain normal downstream flows and minimize flooding to the maximum extent
practicable, when temporary structures, work, and discharges, including cofferdams, are necessary for construction activities,
access fills, or dewatering of construction sites. Temporary fills must consist of materials, and be placed in a manner, that will not
be eroded by expected high flows. Temporary fills must be removed in their entirety and the affected areas returned to pre-
construction elevations. The areas affected by temporary fills must be revegetated, as appropriate.

Invasive plant species shall not be used for bioengineering or vegetative bank stabilization.

Notification: The permittee must submit a pre-construction notification to the district engineer prior to commencing the
activity if the bank stabilization activity: (1) involves discharges into special aquatic sites; or (2) is in excess of 500 feet in length;
or (3) will involve the discharge of greater than an average of one cubic yard per running foot along the bank below the plane of
the ordinary high water mark or the high tide line. (See general condition 31.) (Sections 10 and 404)

Nationwide Permit General Conditions:

Note: To qualify for NWP authorization, the prospective permittee must comply with the following general conditions, as
applicable, in addition to any regional or case-specific conditions imposed by the division engineer or district engineer.
Prospective permittees should contact the appropriate Corps district office to determine if regional conditions have been imposed
on an NWP. Prospective permittees should also contact the appropriate Corps district office to determine the status of Clean
Water Act Section 401 water quality certification and/or Coastal Zone Management Act consistency for an NWP. Every person
who may wish to obtain permit authorization under one or more NWPs, or who is currently relying on an existing or prior permit
authorization under one or more NWPs, has been and is on notice that all of the provisions of 33 CFR 8§ 330.1 through 330.6
apply to every NWP authorization. Note especially 33 CFR § 330.5 relating to the modification, suspension, or revocation of any
NWP authorization.

1. Navigation. (a) No activity may cause more than a minimal adverse effect on navigation.
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(b) Any safety lights and signals prescribed by the U.S. Coast Guard, through regulations or otherwise, must be installed and
maintained at the permittee's expense on authorized facilities in navigable waters of the United States.

(c) The permittee understands and agrees that, if future operations by the United States require the removal, relocation, or other
alteration, of the structure or work herein authorized, or if, in the opinion of the Secretary of the Army or his authorized
representative, said structure or work shall cause unreasonable obstruction to the free navigation of the navigable waters, the
permittee will be required, upon due notice from the Corps of Engineers, to remove, relocate, or alter the structural work or
obstructions caused thereby, without expense to the United States. No claim shall be made against the United States on account
of any such removal or alteration.

2. Aquatic Life Movements. No activity may substantially disrupt the necessary life cycle movements of those species of aquatic
life indigenous to the waterbody, including those species that normally migrate through the area, unless the activity's primary
purpose is to impound water. All permanent and temporary crossings of waterbodies shall be suitably culverted, bridged, or
otherwise designed and constructed to maintain low flows to sustain the movement of those aquatic species.

3. Spawning Areas. Activities in spawning areas during spawning seasons must be avoided to the maximum extent practicable.
Activities that result in the physical destruction (e.g., through excavation, fill, or downstream smothering by substantial turbidity)
of an important spawning area are not authorized.

4. Migratory Bird Breeding Areas. Activities in waters of the United States that serve as breeding areas for migratory birds must
be avoided to the maximum extent practicable.

5. Shellfish Beds. No activity may occur in areas of concentrated shellfish populations, unless the activity is directly related to a
shellfish harvesting activity authorized by NWPs 4 and 48, or is a shellfish seeding or habitat restoration activity authorized by
NWP 27.

6. Suitable Material. No activity may use unsuitable material (e.g., trash, debris, car bodies, asphalt, etc.). Material used for
construction or discharged must be free from toxic pollutants in toxic amounts (see Section 307 of the Clean Water Act).

7. Water Supply Intakes. No activity may occur in the proximity of a public water supply intake, except where the activity is for
the repair or improvement of public water supply intake structures or adjacent bank stabilization.

8. Adverse Effects From Impoundments. If the activity creates an impoundment of water, adverse effects to the aquatic system
due to accelerating the passage of water, and/or restricting its flow must be minimized to the maximum extent practicable.

9. Management of Water Flows. To the maximum extent practicable, the pre-construction course, condition, capacity, and
location of open waters must be maintained for each activity, including stream channelization and storm water management
activities, except as provided below. The activity must be constructed to withstand expected high flows. The activity must not
restrict or impede the passage of normal or high flows, unless the primary purpose of the activity is to impound water or manage
high flows. The activity may alter the pre-construction course, condition, capacity, and location of open waters if it benefits the
aquatic environment (e.g., stream restoration or relocation activities).

10. Fills Within 100-Year Floodplains. The activity must comply with applicable FEMA-approved state or local floodplain
management requirements.

11. Equipment. Heavy equipment working in wetlands or mudflats must be placed on mats, or other measures must be taken to
minimize soil disturbance.

12. Soil Erosion and Sediment Controls. Appropriate soil erosion and sediment controls must be used and maintained in effective
operating condition during construction, and all exposed soil and other fills, as well as any work below the ordinary high water
mark or high tide line, must be permanently stabilized at the earliest practicable date. Permittees are encouraged to perform work
within waters of the United States during periods of low-flow or no-flow.

13. Removal of Temporary Fills. Temporary fills must be removed in their entirety and the affected areas returned to pre-
construction elevations. The affected areas must be revegetated, as appropriate.

14. Proper Maintenance. Any authorized structure or fill shall be properly maintained, including maintenance to ensure public
safety and compliance with applicable NWP general conditions, as well as any activity-specific conditions added by the district
engineer to an NWP authorization.
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15. Single and Complete Project. The activity must be a single and complete project. The same NWP cannot be used more than
once for the same single and complete project.

16. Wild and Scenic Rivers. No activity may occur in a component of the National Wild and Scenic River System, or in a river
officially designated by Congress as a “study river” for possible inclusion in the system while the river is in an official study
status, unless the appropriate Federal agency with direct management responsibility for such river, has determined in writing that
the proposed activity will not adversely affect the Wild and Scenic River designation or study status. Information on Wild and
Scenic Rivers may be obtained from the appropriate Federal land management agency responsible for the designated Wild and
Scenic River or study river (e.g., National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service).

17. Tribal Rights. No activity or its operation may impair reserved tribal rights, including, but not limited to, reserved water
rights and treaty fishing and hunting rights.

18. Endangered Species. (a) No activity is authorized under any NWP which is likely to directly or indirectly jeopardize the
continued existence of a threatened or endangered species or a species proposed for such designation, as identified under the
Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), or which will directly or indirectly destroy or adversely modify the critical habitat of
such species. No activity is authorized under any NWP which “may affect” a listed species or critical habitat, unless Section 7
consultation addressing the effects of the proposed activity has been completed.

(b) Federal agencies should follow their own procedures for complying with the requirements of the ESA. Federal permittees
must provide the district engineer with the appropriate documentation to demonstrate compliance with those requirements. The
district engineer will review the documentation and determine whether it is sufficient to address ESA compliance for the NWP
activity, or whether additional ESA consultation is necessary.

(c) Non-federal permittees must submit a pre-construction notification to the district engineer if any listed species or designated
critical habitat might be affected or is in the vicinity of the project, or if the project is located in designated critical habitat, and
shall not begin work on the activity until notified by the district engineer that the requirements of the ESA have been satisfied and
that the activity is authorized. For activities that might affect Federally-listed endangered or threatened species or designated
critical habitat, the pre-construction notification must include the name(s) of the endangered or threatened species that might be
affected by the proposed work or that utilize the designated critical habitat that might be affected by the proposed work. The
district engineer will determine whether the proposed activity “may affect” or will have “no effect” to listed species and
designated critical habitat and will notify the non-Federal applicant of the Corps’ determination within 45 days of receipt of a
complete pre-construction notification. In cases where the non-Federal applicant has identified listed species or critical habitat
that might be affected or is in the vicinity of the project, and has so notified the Corps, the applicant shall not begin work until the
Corps has provided notification the proposed activities will have “no effect” on listed species or critical habitat, or until Section 7
consultation has been completed. If the non-Federal applicant has not heard back from the Corps within 45 days, the applicant
must still wait for notification from the Corps.

(d) As a result of formal or informal consultation with the FWS or NMFS the district engineer may add species-specific regional
endangered species conditions to the NWPs.

(e) Authorization of an activity by a NWP does not authorize the “take” of a threatened or endangered species as defined under
the ESA. In the absence of separate authorization (e.g., an ESA Section 10 Permit, a Biological Opinion with “incidental take”
provisions, etc.) from the U.S. FWS or the NMFS, The Endangered Species Act prohibits any person subject to the jurisdiction of
the United States to take a listed species, where "take" means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, Kill, trap, capture, or
collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. The word “harm” in the definition of “take" means an act which actually
kills or injures wildlife. Such an act may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually Kills or injures
wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering.

(f) Information on the location of threatened and endangered species and their critical habitat can be obtained directly from the
offices of the U.S. FWS and NMFS or their world wide web pages at http://www.fws.gov/ or http://www.fws.gov/ipac and
http://www.noaa.gov/fisheries.html respectively.

19. Migratory Birds and Bald and Golden Eagles. The permittee is responsible for obtaining any “take” permits required under
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s regulations governing compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act. The permittee should contact the appropriate local office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to
determine if such “take” permits are required for a particular activity.

20. Historic Properties. (a) In cases where the district engineer determines that the activity may affect properties listed, or eligible
for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places, the activity is not authorized, until the requirements of Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) have been satisfied.

(b) Federal permittees should follow their own procedures for complying with the requirements of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. Federal permittees must provide the district engineer with the appropriate documentation to
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demonstrate compliance with those requirements. The district engineer will review the documentation and determine whether it is
sufficient to address section 106 compliance for the NWP activity, or whether additional section 106 consultation is necessary.
(c) Non-federal permittees must submit a pre-construction notification to the district engineer if the authorized activity may have
the potential to cause effects to any historic properties listed on, determined to be eligible for listing on, or potentially eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places, including previously unidentified properties. For such activities, the pre-
construction notification must state which historic properties may be affected by the proposed work or include a vicinity map
indicating the location of the historic properties or the potential for the presence of historic properties. Assistance regarding
information on the location of or potential for the presence of historic resources can be sought from the State Historic
Preservation Officer or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, as appropriate, and the National Register of Historic Places (see 33
CFR 330.4(g)). When reviewing pre-construction notifications, district engineers will comply with the current procedures for
addressing the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The district engineer shall make a
reasonable and good faith effort to carry out appropriate identification efforts, which may include background research,
consultation, oral history interviews, sample field investigation, and field survey. Based on the information submitted and these
efforts, the district engineer shall determine whether the proposed activity has the potential to cause an effect on the historic
properties. Where the non-Federal applicant has identified historic properties on which the activity may have the potential to
cause effects and so notified the Corps, the non-Federal applicant shall not begin the activity until notified by the district engineer
either that the activity has no potential to cause effects or that consultation under Section 106 of the NHPA has been completed.
(d) The district engineer will notify the prospective permittee within 45 days of receipt of a complete pre-construction
notification whether NHPA Section 106 consultation is required. Section 106 consultation is not required when the Corps
determines that the activity does not have the potential to cause effects on historic properties (see 36 CFR 8800.3(a)). If NHPA
section 106 consultation is required and will occur, the district engineer will notify the non-Federal applicant that he or she
cannot begin work until Section 106 consultation is completed. If the non-Federal applicant has not heard back from the Corps
within 45 days, the applicant must still wait for notification from the Corps.

(e) Prospective permittees should be aware that section 110k of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470h-2(k)) prevents the Corps from
granting a permit or other assistance to an applicant who, with intent to avoid the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA, has
intentionally significantly adversely affected a historic property to which the permit would relate, or having legal power to
prevent it, allowed such significant adverse effect to occur, unless the Corps, after consultation with the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP), determines that circumstances justify granting such assistance despite the adverse effect created or
permitted by the applicant. If circumstances justify granting the assistance, the Corps is required to notify the ACHP and provide
documentation specifying the circumstances, the degree of damage to the integrity of any historic properties affected, and
proposed mitigation. This documentation must include any views obtained from the applicant, SHPO/THPO, appropriate Indian
tribes if the undertaking occurs on or affects historic properties on tribal lands or affects properties of interest to those tribes, and
other parties known to have a legitimate interest in the impacts to the permitted activity on historic properties.

21. Discovery of Previously Unknown Remains and Artifacts. If you discover any previously unknown historic, cultural or
archeological remains and artifacts while accomplishing the activity authorized by this permit, you must immediately notify the
district engineer of what you have found, and to the maximum extent practicable, avoid construction activities that may affect the
remains and artifacts until the required coordination has been completed. The district engineer will initiate the Federal, Tribal and
state coordination required to determine if the items or remains warrant a recovery effort or if the site is eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places.

22. Designated Critical Resource Waters. Critical resource waters include, NOAA-managed marine sanctuaries and marine
monuments, and National Estuarine Research Reserves. The district engineer may designate, after notice and opportunity for
public comment, additional waters officially designated by a state as having particular environmental or ecological significance,
such as outstanding national resource waters or state natural heritage sites. The district engineer may also designate additional
critical resource waters after notice and opportunity for public comment.

(a) Discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States are not authorized by NWPs 7, 12, 14, 16, 17, 21, 29,
31, 35, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 49, 50, 51, and 52 for any activity within, or directly affecting, critical resource waters, including
wetlands adjacent to such waters.

(b) For NWPs 3, 8, 10, 13, 15, 18, 19, 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, 33, 34, 36, 37, and 38, notification is required in accordance with
general condition 31, for any activity proposed in the designated critical resource waters including wetlands adjacent to those
waters. The district engineer may authorize activities under these NWPs only after it is determined that the impacts to the critical
resource waters will be no more than minimal.

23. Mitigation. The district engineer will consider the following factors when determining appropriate and practicable mitigation
necessary to ensure that adverse effects on the aquatic environment are minimal:

(a) The activity must be designed and constructed to avoid and minimize adverse effects, both temporary and permanent, to
waters of the United States to the maximum extent practicable at the project site (i.e., on site).
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(b) Mitigation in all its forms (avoiding, minimizing, rectifying, reducing, or compensating for resource losses) will be required
to the extent necessary to ensure that the adverse effects to the aquatic environment are minimal.

(c) Compensatory mitigation at a minimum one-for-one ratio will be required for all wetland losses that exceed 1/10-acre and
require pre-construction notification, unless the district engineer determines in writing that either some other form of mitigation
would be more environmentally appropriate or the adverse effects of the proposed activity are minimal, and provides a project-
specific waiver of this requirement. For wetland losses of 1/10-acre or less that require pre-construction notification, the district
engineer may determine on a case-by-case basis that compensatory mitigation is required to ensure that the activity results in
minimal adverse effects on the aquatic environment. Compensatory mitigation projects provided to offset losses of aquatic
resources must comply with the applicable provisions of 33 CFR part 332.

(1) The prospective permittee is responsible for proposing an appropriate compensatory mitigation option if compensatory
mitigation is necessary to ensure that the activity results in minimal adverse effects on the aquatic environment.

(2) Since the likelihood of success is greater and the impacts to potentially valuable uplands are reduced, wetland restoration
should be the first compensatory mitigation option considered.

(3) If permittee-responsible mitigation is the proposed option, the prospective permittee is responsible for submitting a mitigation
plan. A conceptual or detailed mitigation plan may be used by the district engineer to make the decision on the NWP verification
request, but a final mitigation plan that addresses the applicable requirements of 33 CFR 332.4(c)(2) — (14) must be approved by
the district engineer before the permittee begins work in waters of the United States, unless the district engineer determines that
prior approval of the final mitigation plan is not practicable or not necessary to ensure timely completion of the required
compensatory mitigation (see 33 CFR 332.3(k)(3)).

(4) If mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program credits are the proposed option, the mitigation plan only needs to address the
baseline conditions at the impact site and the number of credits to be provided.

(5) Compensatory mitigation requirements (e.g., resource type and amount to be provided as compensatory mitigation, site
protection, ecological performance standards, monitoring requirements) may be addressed through conditions added to the NWP
authorization, instead of components of a compensatory mitigation plan.

(d) For losses of streams or other open waters that require pre-construction notification, the district engineer may require
compensatory mitigation, such as stream rehabilitation, enhancement, or preservation, to ensure that the activity results in
minimal adverse effects on the aquatic environment.

(e) Compensatory mitigation will not be used to increase the acreage losses allowed by the acreage limits of the NWPs. For
example, if an NWP has an acreage limit of 1/2-acre, it cannot be used to authorize any project resulting in the loss of greater
than 1/2-acre of waters of the United States, even if compensatory mitigation is provided that replaces or restores some of the lost
waters. However, compensatory mitigation can and should be used, as necessary, to ensure that a project already meeting the
established acreage limits also satisfies the minimal impact requirement associated with the NWPs.

(f) Compensatory mitigation plans for projects in or near streams or other open waters will normally include a requirement for the
restoration or establishment, maintenance, and legal protection (e.g., conservation easements) of riparian areas next to open
waters. In some cases, riparian areas may be the only compensatory mitigation required. Riparian areas should consist of native
species. The width of the required riparian area will address documented water quality or aquatic habitat loss concerns. Normally,
the riparian area will be 25 to 50 feet wide on each side of the stream, but the district engineer may require slightly wider riparian
areas to address documented water quality or habitat loss concerns. If it is not possible to establish a riparian area on both sides of
a stream, or if the waterbody is a lake or coastal waters, then restoring or establishing a riparian area along a single bank or
shoreline may be sufficient. Where both wetlands and open waters exist on the project site, the district engineer will determine
the appropriate compensatory mitigation (e.g., riparian areas and/or wetlands compensation) based on what is best for the aquatic
environment on a watershed basis. In cases where riparian areas are determined to be the most appropriate form of compensatory
mitigation, the district engineer may waive or reduce the requirement to provide wetland compensatory mitigation for wetland
losses.

(9) Permittees may propose the use of mitigation banks, in-lieu fee programs, or separate permittee-responsible mitigation. For
activities resulting in the loss of marine or estuarine resources, permittee-responsible compensatory mitigation may be
environmentally preferable if there are no mitigation banks or in-lieu fee programs in the area that have marine or estuarine
credits available for sale or transfer to the permittee. For permittee-responsible mitigation, the special conditions of the NWP
verification must clearly indicate the party or parties responsible for the implementation and performance of the compensatory
mitigation project, and, if required, its long-term management.

(h) Where certain functions and services of waters of the United States are permanently adversely affected, such as the
conversion of a forested or scrub-shrub wetland to a herbaceous wetland in a permanently maintained utility line right-of-way,
mitigation may be required to reduce the adverse effects of the project to the minimal level.

24. Safety of Impoundment Structures. To ensure that all impoundment structures are safely designed, the district engineer may
require non-Federal applicants to demonstrate that the structures comply with established state dam safety criteria or have been
designed by qualified persons. The district engineer may also require documentation that the design has been independently
reviewed by similarly qualified persons, and appropriate modifications made to ensure safety.
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25. Water Quality. Where States and authorized Tribes, or EPA where applicable, have not previously certified compliance of an
NWP with CWA Section 401, individual 401 Water Quality Certification must be obtained or waived (see 33 CFR 330.4(c)). The
district engineer or State or Tribe may require additional water quality management measures to ensure that the authorized
activity does not result in more than minimal degradation of water quality.

26. Coastal Zone Management. In coastal states where an NWP has not previously received a state coastal zone management
consistency concurrence, an individual state coastal zone management consistency concurrence must be obtained, or a
presumption of concurrence must occur (see 33 CFR 330.4(d)). The district engineer or a State may require additional measures
to ensure that the authorized activity is consistent with state coastal zone management requirements.

27. Regional and Case-By-Case Conditions. The activity must comply with any regional conditions that may have been added by
the Division Engineer (see 33 CFR 330.4(e)) and with any case specific conditions added by the Corps or by the state, Indian
Tribe, or U.S. EPA in its section 401 Water Quality Certification, or by the state in its Coastal Zone Management Act consistency
determination.

28. Use of Multiple Nationwide Permits. The use of more than one NWP for a single and complete project is prohibited, except
when the acreage loss of waters of the United States authorized by the NWPs does not exceed the acreage limit of the NWP with
the highest specified acreage limit. For example, if a road crossing over tidal waters is constructed under NWP 14, with
associated bank stabilization authorized by NWP 13, the maximum acreage loss of waters of the United States for the total
project cannot exceed 1/3-acre.

29. Transfer of Nationwide Permit Verifications. If the permittee sells the property associated with a nationwide permit
verification, the permittee may transfer the nationwide permit verification to the new owner by submitting a letter to the
appropriate Corps district office to validate the transfer. A copy of the nationwide permit verification must be attached to the
letter, and the letter must contain the following statement and signature:

“When the structures or work authorized by this nationwide permit are still in existence at the time the property is transferred, the
terms and conditions of this nationwide permit, including any special conditions, will continue to be binding on the new owner(s)
of the property. To validate the transfer of this nationwide permit and the associated liabilities associated with compliance with
its terms and conditions, have the transferee sign and date below.”

(Transferee)

(Date)

30. Compliance Certification. Each permittee who receives an NWP verification letter from the Corps must provide a signed
certification documenting completion of the authorized activity and any required compensatory mitigation. The success of any
required permittee-responsible mitigation, including the achievement of ecological performance standards, will be addressed
separately by the district engineer. The Corps will provide the permittee the certification document with the NWP verification
letter. The certification document will include:

(a) A statement that the authorized work was done in accordance with the NWP authorization, including any general, regional, or
activity-specific conditions;

(b) A statement that the implementation of any required compensatory mitigation was completed in accordance with the permit
conditions. If credits from a mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program are used to satisfy the compensatory mitigation requirements,
the certification must include the documentation required by 33 CFR 332.3(1)(3) to confirm that the permittee secured the
appropriate number and resource type of credits; and

(c) The signature of the permittee certifying the completion of the work and mitigation.

31. Pre-Construction Notification. (a) Timing. Where required by the terms of the NWP, the prospective permittee must notify
the district engineer by submitting a pre-construction notification (PCN) as early as possible. The district engineer must
determine if the PCN is complete within 30 calendar days of the date of receipt and, if the PCN is determined to be incomplete,
notify the prospective permittee within that 30 day period to request the additional information necessary to make the PCN
complete. The request must specify the information needed to make the PCN complete. As a general rule, district engineers will
request additional information necessary to make the PCN complete only once. However, if the prospective permittee does not
provide all of the requested information, then the district engineer will notify the prospective permittee that the PCN is still
incomplete and the PCN review process will not commence until all of the requested information has been received by the district
engineer. The prospective permittee shall not begin the activity until either:
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(1) He or she is notified in writing by the district engineer that the activity may proceed under the NWP with any special
conditions imposed by the district or division engineer; or

(2) 45 calendar days have passed from the district engineer’s receipt of the complete PCN and the prospective permittee has not
received written notice from the district or division engineer. However, if the permittee was required to notify the Corps pursuant
to general condition 18 that listed species or critical habitat might be affected or in the vicinity of the project, or to notify the
Corps pursuant to general condition 20 that the activity may have the potential to cause effects to historic properties, the
permittee cannot begin the activity until receiving written notification from the Corps that there is “no effect” on listed species or
“no potential to cause effects” on historic properties, or that any consultation required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act (see 33 CFR 330.4(f)) and/or Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation (see 33 CFR 330.4(g)) has been completed.
Also, work cannot begin under NWPs 21, 49, or 50 until the permittee has received written approval from the Corps. If the
proposed activity requires a written waiver to exceed specified limits of an NWP, the permittee may not begin the activity until
the district engineer issues the waiver. If the district or division engineer notifies the permittee in writing that an individual permit
is required within 45 calendar days of receipt of a complete PCN, the permittee cannot begin the activity until an individual
permit has been obtained. Subsequently, the permittee’s right to proceed under the NWP may be modified, suspended, or revoked
only in accordance with the procedure set forth in 33 CFR 330.5(d)(2).

(b) Contents of Pre-Construction Notification: The PCN must be in writing and include the following information:

(1) Name, address and telephone numbers of the prospective permittee;

(2) Location of the proposed project;

(3) A description of the proposed project; the project’s purpose; direct and indirect adverse environmental effects the project
would cause, including the anticipated amount of loss of water of the United States expected to result from the NWP activity, in
acres, linear feet, or other appropriate unit of measure; any other NWP(s), regional general permit(s), or individual permit(s) used
or intended to be used to authorize any part of the proposed project or any related activity. The description should be sufficiently
detailed to allow the district engineer to determine that the adverse effects of the project will be minimal and to determine the
need for compensatory mitigation. Sketches should be provided when necessary to show that the activity complies with the terms
of the NWP. (Sketches usually clarify the project and when provided results in a quicker decision. Sketches should contain
sufficient detail to provide an illustrative description of the proposed activity (e.g., a conceptual plan), but do not need to be
detailed engineering plans);

(4) The PCN must include a delineation of wetlands, other special aquatic sites, and other waters, such as lakes and ponds, and
perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams, on the project site. Wetland delineations must be prepared in accordance with the
current method required by the Corps. The permittee may ask the Corps to delineate the special aquatic sites and other waters on
the project site, but there may be a delay if the Corps does the delineation, especially if the project site is large or contains many
waters of the United States. Furthermore, the 45 day period will not start until the delineation has been submitted to or completed
by the Corps, as appropriate;

(5) If the proposed activity will result in the loss of greater than 1/10-acre of wetlands and a PCN is required, the prospective
permittee must submit a statement describing how the mitigation requirement will be satisfied, or explaining why the adverse
effects are minimal and why compensatory mitigation should not be required. As an alternative, the prospective permittee may
submit a conceptual or detailed mitigation plan.

(6) If any listed species or designated critical habitat might be affected or is in the vicinity of the project, or if the project is
located in designated critical habitat, for non-Federal applicants the PCN must include the name(s) of those endangered or
threatened species that might be affected by the proposed work or utilize the designated critical habitat that may be affected by
the proposed work. Federal applicants must provide documentation demonstrating compliance with the Endangered Species Act;
and

(7) For an activity that may affect a historic property listed on, determined to be eligible for listing on, or potentially eligible for
listing on, the National Register of Historic Places, for non-Federal applicants the PCN must state which historic property may be
affected by the proposed work or include a vicinity map indicating the location of the historic property. Federal applicants must
provide documentation demonstrating compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

(c) Form of Pre-Construction Notification: The standard individual permit application form (Form ENG 4345) may be used, but
the completed application form must clearly indicate that it is a PCN and must include all of the information required in
paragraphs (b)(1) through (7) of this general condition. A letter containing the required information may also be used.

(d) Agency Coordination: (1) The district engineer will consider any comments from Federal and state agencies concerning the
proposed activity’s compliance with the terms and conditions of the NWPs and the need for mitigation to reduce the project’s
adverse environmental effects to a minimal level.

(2) For all NWP activities that require pre-construction notification and result in the loss of greater than 1/2-acre of waters of the
United States, for NWP 21, 29, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 50, 51, and 52 activities that require pre-construction notification and will
result in the loss of greater than 300 linear feet of intermittent and ephemeral stream bed, and for all NWP 48 activities that
require pre-construction notification, the district engineer will immediately provide (e.g., via e-mail, facsimile transmission,
overnight mail, or other expeditious manner) a copy of the complete PCN to the appropriate Federal or state offices (U.S. FWS,
state natural resource or water quality agency, EPA, State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) or Tribal Historic Preservation
Office (THPO), and, if appropriate, the NMFS). With the exception of NWP 37, these agencies will have 10 calendar days from
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the date the material is transmitted to telephone or fax the district engineer notice that they intend to provide substantive, site-
specific comments. The comments must explain why the agency believes the adverse effects will be more than minimal. If so
contacted by an agency, the district engineer will wait an additional 15 calendar days before making a decision on the pre-
construction notification. The district engineer will fully consider agency comments received within the specified time frame
concerning the proposed activity’s compliance with the terms and conditions of the NWPs, including the need for mitigation to
ensure the net adverse environmental effects to the aquatic environment of the proposed activity are minimal. The district
engineer will provide no response to the resource agency, except as provided below. The district engineer will indicate in the
administrative record associated with each pre-construction notification that the resource agencies’ concerns were considered.
For NWP 37, the emergency watershed protection and rehabilitation activity may proceed immediately in cases where there is an
unacceptable hazard to life or a significant loss of property or economic hardship will occur. The district engineer will consider
any comments received to decide whether the NWP 37 authorization should be modified, suspended, or revoked in accordance
with the procedures at 33 CFR 330.5.

(3) In cases of where the prospective permittee is not a Federal agency, the district engineer will provide a response to NMFS
within 30 calendar days of receipt of any Essential Fish Habitat conservation recommendations, as required by Section
305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

(4) Applicants are encouraged to provide the Corps with either electronic files or multiple copies of pre-construction notifications
to expedite agency coordination.

District Engineer’s Decision:

1. In reviewing the PCN for the proposed activity, the district engineer will determine whether the activity authorized by the
NWP will result in more than minimal individual or cumulative adverse environmental effects or may be contrary to the public
interest. For a linear project, this determination will include an evaluation of the individual crossings to determine whether they
individually satisfy the terms and conditions of the NWP(s), as well as the cumulative effects caused by all of the crossings
authorized by NWP. If an applicant requests a waiver of the 300 linear foot limit on impacts to intermittent or ephemeral streams
or of an otherwise applicable limit, as provided for in NWPs 13, 21, 29, 36, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 50, 51 or 52, the district engineer
will only grant the waiver upon a written determination that the NWP activity will result in minimal adverse effects. When
making minimal effects determinations the district engineer will consider the direct and indirect effects caused by the NWP
activity. The district engineer will also consider site specific factors, such as the environmental setting in the vicinity of the NWP
activity, the type of resource that will be affected by the NWP activity, the functions provided by the aquatic resources that will
be affected by the NWP activity, the degree or magnitude to which the aquatic resources perform those functions, the extent that
aquatic resource functions will be lost as a result of the NWP activity (e.g., partial or complete loss), the duration of the adverse
effects (temporary or permanent), the importance of the aquatic resource functions to the region (e.g., watershed or ecoregion),
and mitigation required by the district engineer. If an appropriate functional assessment method is available and practicable to
use, that assessment method may be used by the district engineer to assist in the minimal adverse effects determination. The
district engineer may add case-specific special conditions to the NWP authorization to address site-specific environmental
concerns.

2. If the proposed activity requires a PCN and will result in a loss of greater than 1/10-acre of wetlands, the prospective permittee
should submit a mitigation proposal with the PCN. Applicants may also propose compensatory mitigation for projects with
smaller impacts. The district engineer will consider any proposed compensatory mitigation the applicant has included in the
proposal in determining whether the net adverse environmental effects to the aquatic environment of the proposed activity are
minimal. The compensatory mitigation proposal may be either conceptual or detailed. If the district engineer determines that the
activity complies with the terms and conditions of the NWP and that the adverse effects on the aquatic environment are minimal,
after considering mitigation, the district engineer will notify the permittee and include any activity-specific conditions in the
NWP verification the district engineer deems necessary. Conditions for compensatory mitigation requirements must comply with
the appropriate provisions at 33 CFR 332.3(k). The district engineer must approve the final mitigation plan before the permittee
commences work in waters of the United States, unless the district engineer determines that prior approval of the final mitigation
plan is not practicable or not necessary to ensure timely completion of the required compensatory mitigation. If the prospective
permittee elects to submit a compensatory mitigation plan with the PCN, the district engineer will expeditiously review the
proposed compensatory mitigation plan. The district engineer must review the proposed compensatory mitigation plan within 45
calendar days of receiving a complete PCN and determine whether the proposed mitigation would ensure no more than minimal
adverse effects on the aquatic environment. If the net adverse effects of the project on the aquatic environment (after
consideration of the compensatory mitigation proposal) are determined by the district engineer to be minimal, the district
engineer will provide a timely written response to the applicant. The response will state that the project can proceed under the
terms and conditions of the NWP, including any activity-specific conditions added to the NWP authorization by the district
engineer.
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3. If the district engineer determines that the adverse effects of the proposed work are more than minimal, then the district
engineer will notify the applicant either: (a) That the project does not qualify for authorization under the NWP and instruct the
applicant on the procedures to seek authorization under an individual permit; (b) that the project is authorized under the NWP
subject to the applicant’s submission of a mitigation plan that would reduce the adverse effects on the aquatic environment to the
minimal level; or (c) that the project is authorized under the NWP with specific modifications or conditions. Where the district
engineer determines that mitigation is required to ensure no more than minimal adverse effects occur to the aquatic environment,
the activity will be authorized within the 45-day PCN period, with activity-specific conditions that state the mitigation
requirements. The authorization will include the necessary conceptual or detailed mitigation or a requirement that the applicant
submit a mitigation plan that would reduce the adverse effects on the aquatic environment to the minimal level. When mitigation
is required, no work in waters of the United States may occur until the district engineer has approved a specific mitigation plan or
has determined that prior approval of a final mitigation plan is not practicable or not necessary to ensure timely completion of the
required compensatory mitigation.

Further Information:

1. District Engineers have authority to determine if an activity complies with the terms and conditions of an NWP.

2. NWPs do not obviate the need to obtain other federal, state, or local permits, approvals, or authorizations required by law.
3. NWPs do not grant any property rights or exclusive privileges.

4. NWPs do not authorize any injury to the property or rights of others.

5. NWPs do not authorize interference with any existing or proposed Federal project.
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Appendix C. 30 Day Public Review Period Comments

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1501.4(e)(2) and ER 200-2-2 Procedures for Implementing NEPA the draft EA
and draft FONSI were circulated to interested agencies and the public for a minimum 15 calendar
day public review period. This period began August 10, 2012 and ended on August 25, 2012.
Comments received from the public will be presented in this appendix to the Final EA.

The following agencies were notified of the availability of the draft EA and FONSI for

commenting:

Sam D. Hamilton

Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345

Melvin Tobin

Deputy Project Leader

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Arkansas Field Office

110 South Amity Road, Suite 300
Conway, AR 72032

Michael P. Jansky

Regional Environmental Review
Coordinator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 6

Office of Planning & Coordination
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
6EX-NP

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Frances McSwain

Director

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program
1500 Tower Building

323 Center Street

Little Rock, AR 72201

Tracy L. Copeland

o1

Department of Finance & Administration
Arkansas State Clearing House

1515 West 7th Street, Room 412

P.O. Box 3278

Little Rock, AR 72203

George Rheinhardt

Arkansas Forestry Commission
3821 W. Roosevelt Road

Little Rock, AR 72204-6396

Teresa Marks

Director

Arkansas Dept of Environmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock, AR 72218

Loren Hitchcock

Director

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
2 Natural Resources Drive

Little Rock, AR 72205

Karen Smith

Director

Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission
1500 Tower Building

323 Center Street

Little Rock, AR 72201
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Dave Friewald

District Chief

U.S. Geological Survey
401 Hardin Road

Little Rock, AR 72211

Stephen R. Spencer

U.S. Department of the Interior
Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance

1001 Indian Farm NW, Suite 348
Albuquerque, NM 87104

Gary Jones

Acting Regional Director
FEMA, Region VI
Federal Regional Center
800 North Loop 288
Denton, TX 76210

Edward Swaim

Chief

Arkansas Natural Resources Commission
Water Resource Management Division
101 E. Capitol, Suite 350

Little Rock, AR 72201

Richard W. Davies

Executive Director

Department of Parks and Tourism
#1 Capitol Mall

Rm 4A-900

Little Rock, AR 72201

Paul K. Halverson

Director of Health

Arkansas Department of Health
4815 West Markham

Little Rock, AR 72205
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Michael Sullivan

State Conservationist

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Natural Resources Conservation Service
700 West Capitol Ave.

Room 3416, Federal Building

Little Rock, AR 72201

Steve Filipek

State Stream Team Coordinator
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
#2 Natural Resources Drive

Little Rock, AR 72205

Ernest Quintana
Regional Director
National Park Service
Midwest Regional Office
601 Riverfront Drive
Omaha, NE 68102

Scott Simon

State Director

The Nature Conservancy, Arkansas Field
Office

Arkansas Field Office

601 North University Ave.

Little Rock, AR 72203

Craig Uyeda

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
2 Natural Resources Drive

Little Rock, AR 72205

Melinda Nicksaon

Environmental Scientist

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 6
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1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 Loretta Sutton
U.S. Department of the Interior
Office of Environmental Policy and

Jeanene Peckham Compliance (MS 2342)
NEPA Specialist Washington, DC 20240
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

Region 6

6WQ-EM

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Dallas, TX 75202-2733
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Appendix D. Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

NAME OF PROPOSED ACTION: Section 14 Augusta- Bank Stabilization, Woodruff
County, Arkansas

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION. The left descending bank of the
White River adjacent to the City of Augusta is being actively eroded, placing an existing sewer
line and an adjacent city road in danger of compromise. The area of greatest concern is an
approximate distance of 2000 feet from an existing boat ramp downstream parallel to the city
road and extending downstream parallel to the sewer line. Continued erosion will undermine the
structural integrity of the road and the sewer line, which could possibly result in disruption of
sewer service for a portion of the city, limit river access from the adjacent city road, and imperil
an existing historical site located within the project area.

ALTERNATIVES. The following two alternatives were evaluated in detail in the attached
EA:

Proposed Action: The proposed action consists of installation of 1950 feet of longitudinal stone
toe protection to stabilize the actively eroding portion of the left descending stream bank. This
will allow sediment deposition behind the LSTP during high water events which will further
reduce erosion from occurring along the toe of the river. The existing river bank slope will be
maintained throughout the total length of the project area. The addition of the 1950 feet of LSTP
will also provide additional fish habitat.

No Action: Acceptance of a “no-action” plan would result in the continued erosion of the left
descending bank of the White River which will result in the loss of the sewer line and the local
city road, as well as imperiling the historical site located within the project area.

Other measures such as addition of bendway weirs to complement the proposed action, as well as
bank sloping and armoring, were considered during plan formulation to address the erosion
problem in the project area. Due to the increased costs associated with the additional material
and implementation, these alternatives were not considered feasible.

ANTICIPATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

Consideration of the effects disclosed in the EA, and a finding that they are not significant, is
necessary in order to prepare a FONSI. This determination of significance is required by 40 CFR
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1508.13. Additionally, 40 CFR 1508.27 defines significance at it relates to consideration of
environmental effects of a direct, indirect or cumulative nature.

Criteria that must be considered in making this finding are addressed below, in terms of both
context and intensity. The significance of both short and long term effects must be viewed in
several contexts: society as a whole (human, national); the affected region; the affected interests;
and the locality. The context for this determination is primarily local, as shown in Figure 1 of the
EA. The context for this action is not highly significant geographically, nor is it controversial in
any significant way. Consideration of intensity refers to the magnitude and intensity of impact,
where impacts may be both beneficial and adverse. Within this context, the magnitude and
intensity of impacts resulting from this decision are not significant. The determination for each
impact topic is listed below.

1. The degree to which the action results in both beneficial and adverse effects. A
significant effect may exist even if the Federal agency believes that on balance the
effect will be beneficial. The EA indicates that there will be beneficial effects such as
prevention of the adjacent city road failure and subsequent damage to the historical
building located there, and prevention of the loss to the sewer line and associated loss
of sewer services that is highly probable in the future if the No Action alternative is
implemented, as well as adverse construction related effects from implementation of
proposed action, but these will be minor in intensity and construction related only.
Section 404 and Section 10 permits will be secured, and guidelines for minimization of
adverse construction related impacts contained therein will be followed.

2. The degree to which the action affects public health or safety. As previously stated
the Proposed Action will protect public safety by preventing possible flood damages
and loss of a city road and sewer line. No adverse effects to public health or safety will
result from the Proposed Action. Under existing conditions, no hazardous materials are
identified on the site. Implementing the Proposed Action would not create hazardous
conditions affecting public health or safety.

3. The degree to which the action affects unique characteristics of the potentially
affected area, such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, park lands,
prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas.
There is a historic structure adjacent to the proposed action but its historic integrity will
not be affected by this undertaking.

4. The degree to which effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to
be highly controversial. The project will benefit the public therefore the Little Rock
District Corps of Engineers does not regard this activity as controversial. Comments
received during the 15-day public review period confirm this position.

5. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly
uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks. There is no uncertainty involving the
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10.

impacts of this action. Bank stabilization will ensure that the city road and sewer line
are protected from hydrologic forces that currently are threatening the stability of the
river bank.

The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with
significant impacts. The bank stabilization will not establish any precedent for future
action that has significant impacts. Past, present and future stabilization projects in the
vicinity of this portion of the river were considered in the impact analysis of the EA.

Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but
cumulatively significant impacts. Cumulative effects analyses for the physical and
biological resources that would potentially be affected are presented in the EA.
Cumulative effects on these resources focus on disturbed soils, vegetation loss, habitat
loss, or other impacts relating to construction activities involved in the Proposed
Action. The Proposed Action would not result in any cumulative impacts in regard to
any reasonably foreseeable action in the project area.

The degree to which the action may adversely affect items listed or eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, or other significant scientific,
cultural or historic resources. The proposed action alternative will have no adverse
effects on cultural resources. There is one known site within the project area, but
impacts to that site will be avoided by placing fill on the existing bank in that area. The
project area was surveyed for cultural resources in 2010 and no historic properties were
documented. This information was submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office
of Arkansas, as well as the Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma, for review. The State Historic
Preservation Office responded that the proposed action would not have an adverse
effect on any historic properties. No response was received from the Quapaw Tribe of
Oklahoma.

The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened
species or its critical habitat. Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
indicates that there are no federally listed threatened or endangered species within the
immediate project area.

Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State or local law or
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment. No such violations
will occur. Permits from other jurisdictional agencies will be obtained prior to any
construction activities. Continued coordination with regulatory agencies will be
ongoing to ensure compliance with all federal, state, regional, and local regulations and
guidelines.
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CONCLUSIONS:

The impacts identified in the prepared EA have been thoroughly discussed and assessed. No
impacts identified in the EA would cause any significant adverse effects to the human
environment. Therefore, due to the analysis presented in the EA and comments received from a
15-day public review period that began on August 10, 2012 and ended on August 25, 2012, it is
my decision that the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as required by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is unwarranted and a “Finding of No Significant
Impact” (FONSI) is appropriate. The signing of this document indicates the Corps final decision
of the proposed action as it relates to NEPA. The EA and FONSI will be held on file in the
Environmental Branch, Planning and Environmental Section for future reference. Consultation
with regulatory agencies will be ongoing to ensure compliance with all federal, state, regional,
and local regulations and guidelines.

Date Glen A. Masset
Colonel, US Army
District Engineer
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REAL ESTATE PLAN
SECTION 14
CITY OF AUGUSTA, ARKANSAS
STREAMBANK STABILIZATION PROJECT
WOODRUFF COUNTY, ARKANSAS

[1] Purpose

The purpose of this Real Estate Plan (REP) isto outline the real estate acquisition requirements
necessary for the completion of the Section 14, Augusta, Arkansas Bank Stabilization Project.

The authority for the study is Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended (33 USC
701r). Work under this authority servesto prevent flood or erosion damage to endangered
highways and other public and private non-profit public facilities including municipal water
supply systems and sewage disposal or treatment plants by the construction or repair of
streambank shoreline protection works.

[2] Description of Lands, Easements and Rights-of-Way (LER’s)

The proposed project will encumber acreage on the left descending bank of the White River,
comprised of approximately nine (9) ownerships identified by the Non-Federal Sponsor . The
real estate for the proposed channel improvement project is zoned Central Business District (C-
1), Single Family Residential (R-1), and Industrial (1). The channel improvement or bank
stabilization project will encumber atotal aggregate area of approximately 3.18 acres. The bank
stabilization structure areawill encumber approximately 2.20 acres. The two (2) staging areas
will encumber areas of approximately 0.26 acre and 0.34 acre for atotal of 0.60 acre. The two
(2) road access areas will encumber areas of approximately 0.17 acre and 0.21 acre for atotal of
0.38 acre. The staging and the road access areas contain an aggregate of 0.98 acre.

[3] LER owned by Non-federal Sponsors

The City of Augusta, Arkansas, as the non-federal sponsor, will acquire the necessary real estate
interest for this streambank stabilization project.

[4] Non-standard estates

There are no non-standard estates for this project. A channel improvement easement and a
temporary work area easement are the estates to be acquired for the proposed project. (See
Exhibit B). Road access as shown on Exhibit “A” isowned by the Non-Federal Sponsor.
[5] Any existing federal projects

There are no other U.S. Army Corps of Engineers projects directly involved with this proposed
project.



[6] Any federally owned land
There is no federally owned property involved with this proposed project.
[7] LER that lies below the ordinary high water mark of the White River.

Navigation Servitude allows acquisition of shore lands extending to the ordinary high-water
mark thereof and may be exercised under statutory rights and powers without obligation for
compensation to riparian landowners. The toe of the bank stabilization project lies below the
ordinary high-water mark. Acquisition of real estate is not necessary on this portion of the
project.

[8] Maps

M aps depicting the location of the proposed project are shown in Exhibit A. There are no known
or potential Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) lands involved for this proposed
project. Existing utilitiesor facilities will not need to be rel ocated due to the construction
activity at this project site.

[9] Any possible flooding

Induced flooding is not anticipated by the construction or operation and maintenance of the
project.

[10] Cost estimate

The following baseline estimate is based upon area estate cost estimate of $50,500.00 dated 15
March 2011 prepared by Ronald Bridges, Little Rock District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
The indicated basdline real estate cost estimate is $75,000.00 for the Section 14, Augusta,
Arkansas Emergency Bank Stabilization Restoration Site Plan project.



BASELINE COST ESTIMATE FOR REAL ESTATE

SECTION 14

AUGUSTA, ARKANSAS BANK STABILIZATION PROJECT

01 Lands & Damages
01.23 Construction Contract Documents
01.23.03 Real Estate Analysis Documents
01.23.03.01 Real Estate Planning Documents
Planning by Local Sponsor $1,200 20% = $240
Corps of Engineers Real Estate Plan $1,600 20% = $320
Review of Local Sponsor $800 20% = $160
01.23.03.02 Real Estate Acquisition Documents
Acquisitions by Local Sponsor $7,000 20% = $1,400
Review of Local Sponsor $2,000 20% = $400
01.23.03.03 Real Estate Condemnation Documents
Condemnations by Local Sponsor 0 0
Review of Local Sponsor 0 0
01.23.03.05 Real Estate Appraisal Documents
Appraisals by Local Sponsor $4,000 20% = $800
Review of Local Sponsor $1,500 20% = $300
01.23.03.06 Real Estate PL 91-646 Asst. Documents
PL 91-646 Asst. by Local Sponsor 0 0
Review of Local Sponsor 0 0
01.23.03.15 Real Estate Payment Documents
Payments by Local Sponsor (Land) $50,500.00
Payments by Local Sponsor (Damages) 0 0
Payments by Local Sponsor (PL 91-646
Asst.) 0 0
Review of Local Sponsor 0 0
01.23.03.17 Real Estate LERRD Crediting Documents
Preparation by Local Sponsor $1600 20% = $320
Review of Local Sponsor $800 20% = $160
TOTAL ADMIN & PAYMENTS $71,000
$4,100

TOTAL CONTINGENCY

ESTIMATED TOTAL

Rounded $75,000




[11] Relocation Benefit

Not applicable to the project.

[12] Mineral activity
Thereis no mineral activity in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.
[13] Assessment of non-federal sponsors

The City of Augusta, Arkansas has the capability to acquire the necessary real estate interests for
this proposed project. (See Exhibit C).

[14] Application of zoning ordinances

No zoning ordinances are proposed in lieu of or to facilitate acquisition in connection with this
project..

[15] Land Acquisition Milestones

Barring condemnation action, the necessary real estate interest for the proposed bank
stabilization can be acquired within a 180-day period.

[16] Facility or utility relocations
There are no anticipated facilities or utility relocations associated with this project.
[17] Known contaminants

No visible contaminants were noted on or adjacent to the LER’ s required for the proposed
project per the site visit conducted 31 August 2010.

[18] Support or opposition to the project

This proposed emergency stream bank stabilization project has the full support of officialsin the
City of Augusta. No opposition has been voiced from any quarter.

[19] Statement that non-federal sponsor has been notified in writing about the risks
associated with acquiring land.

The non-federal sponsor was notified on March 3, 2011, viae-mail about risks with acquiring the
land needed for the project.

[20] Other real estate issues



There are no other real estate issues that need to be addressed relevant to this project.

STAGING AREA’
APPROX:75' X150

STRUCTURE ALIGNMENT.
APPROX:1:920 FT,LENGTH

Road Access SITE MAP
[ Construction_Easements AUGUSTA, AR BANK STABALIZATION

EXHIBIT “A”



Estates

Channel Improvement Easement

A perpetua and assignable right and easement to construct, operate, and maintain channel
improvement works on, over and across (the land described in Schedule A) (Tracts Nos. ,
and ) for the purposes as authorized by the Act of Congress approved
, including the right to clear, cut, fell, remove and dispose of any and all
timber, trees, underbrush, buildings, improvements and/or other obstructions therefrom; to
excavate, dredge, cut away, and remove any or al of said land and to place thereon dredge or
spoil material; and for such other purposes as may be required in connection with said work of
improvement; reserving, however, to the owners, their heirs and assigns, al such rights and
privileges as may be used without interfering with or abridging the rights and easement hereby
acquired; subject, however, to existing easements for public roads and highways, public utilities,
railroads and pipelines.

Temporary Work Area Easement

A temporary easement and right-of-way in, on, over and across (the land described in Schedule
A) (Tracts Nos. : ,and ), for a period not to exceed

, beginning with date possession of the land is granted to the
United States, for use by the United States, its representatives, agents, and contractors as a
(borrow area) (work area), including the right to borrow and/or deposit fill, spoil and waste
material thereon) (move, store and remove equipment and supplies, and erect and remove
temporary structures on the land and to perform any other work necessary and incident to the
construction of the Project, together with the
right to trim, cut, fell and remove therefrom al trees, underbrush, obstructions, and other
vegetation, structures, or obstacles within the limits of the right-of-way; reserving, however, to
the landowners, their heirs and assigns, all such rights and privileges as may be used without
interfering with or abridging the rights and easement hereby acquired; subject, however, to
existing easements for public roads and highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines.

EXHIBIT “B”



SECTION 14
CITY OF AUGUSTA, ARKANSAS
STREAMBANK STABILIZATION PROJECT
(CITY OF AUGUSTA, ARKANSAS — NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR)

ASSESSMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR’S
REAL ESTATE ACQUISITION CAPABILITY

1. LEGAL AUTHORITY:

(a) Does the sponsor have legal authority to acquire and hold title to real property for project
purposes? es

(b) Does the sponsor have the power of eminent domain for this project? _I_TQC'-S
(c) Does the sponsor have “quick-take™ authority for this project? Fes

(d) Are any of the lands/interests in land required for the project located outside of the
sponsor’s political boundary? Ne

(e) Any of the lands/interests in land re}}ircd for the project owned by an entity whose
property the sponsor cannot condemn? =

2. HUMAN RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS:

(a) Will the sponsor’s in-house staff require training to become familiar with the real estate
requirements of Federal projects including P.L.. 91-646, as amended? Ao

(b) If the answer to 2.a is “yes”, has a reasonable plan been developed to provide such
training? _
(©) Dose the sponsor’s in-house staff have sufficient real estate acquisition experience to

meet its responsibilities for the project? ?’cs

(d) Is the sponsor’s projected in-house staffing level sufficient considering its other
workload, if any, and the project schedule? _ Yes

(e) Can the sponsor obtain contractor support, if required, in a timely fashion? Yes

(€3] Will the sponsor likely request USACE assistance in acquiring real estate? JU_O o
(If “yes”, provide description).
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(a)‘r' Will the sponsor’s staff be located within reasonable proximity to the project site?
€5

(b) Has the sponsor approved the project/real estate schedule milestones? Ses

4. OVERALL ASSESSMENT:
(a) Has the sponsor performed satisfactorily on other USACE projects? A /A

(b) With regard to this project, the sponsor is anticipated to be: )( Highly capable
Fully capable ___ Moderately capable Marginally capable

Insufficiently uﬂpablé (If sponsor is believed to be insufficiently capable, provide
explanation).

5. COORDINATION:
(a) Has this assessment been coordinated with the sponsor? SJE’.S
(b) Does the sponsor concur with this assessment’? _VL (If “No™, provide
explanation).
Prepared by:
Hlado . Kf 2oy (Sigunture)
RALPH H. ALLEN
Attorney, Office of Counsel 17 MarcK 207/
Reviewed and
(_S_ignature)
A
Chief, Real Estate Division
Exhibit C
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COST ENGINEERING APPENDIX

Augusta Bank Stabilization, Woodruff County, Arkansas (P2 Number 101508)
Feasibility Report
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APPENDIX C5.0 - Section 14 — Feasibility Report

Emergency Streambank Protection for the City of Augusta’s Sanitary Sewer Line,
Woodruff County, Arkansas

C5.0-1 - GENERAL - The Cost Engineering Section of the Little Rock District Corps of
Engineers prepared preliminary cost estimates and the baseline cost estimate for the
protection of the sanitary sewer main for the City of Augusta, White River, Arkansas.
The tentatively selected alternative contained within this Appendix is for Alternative 2,
Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection with Grade “B” stone along 1,950 feet of the
White River’s East bank.

The cost estimates for the alternative plans presented in this feasibility study were
prepared in accordance with Engineering Technical Letter (ETL) 1110-2-573,
"Engineering and Design, CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATING GUIDE FOR CIVIL
WORKS", dated 30 September 2008. The cost account numbers in the estimate are in
accordance with those prescribed in the previously cited ETL. The price level base for
riprap materials was based upon March 2012 quote. The baseline estimate provides for
all pertinent elements for a complete project ready for operation.

C5.0-2 PROJECT SCOPE AND CONSIDERATIONS:

The major work item is construction of a riprap bank stabilization structure. Minimal
additional work (clearing, grubbing and excavation) to prepare the bank to accept the
riprap is included in the estimate.

The costs for the baseline estimate are totally based upon quantities provided by the civil
designer in the General Engineering Section for the bank stabilization work riprap
structures. Typical cross sections and quantity calculations by “In-roads” were provided
based upon surveys completed in April 2012. No drawings or structure design were
provided for estimating purposes.

The estimates are presented in MCACES MII for Windows, v. 4.1 Build 4, using labor
rates developed from the 2012 Means Labor Rates publication, equipment 2009 database
for Region 111 containing Arkansas using fuel prices obtained from the www.EIA.gov
website, and the MII English Cost Book 2010 databases.

Design engineers feel the average end area method calculations from which quantities
were generated are of sufficient detail for a feasibility study level of design and that
confidence can be placed on the quantities developed when the assigned contingencies
are considered.

C5.0-1



C5.0-3 DISCUSSION OF COSTS FOR BASELINE ESTIMATES BY ACCOUNT
NUMBERS -

The selected plan’s cost will be briefly discussed below by feature. The features
discussed will include: 01 - Lands and Damages; 16 - Bank Stabilization; 30 - Planning,
Engineering and Design; and 31 - Construction Management. This study and project are
cost shared with the City of Augusta, Arkansas.

Feature 01 - Lands and Damages -

Lands and Damages cost represents all Real Estate costs associated with the construction
of the back stabilization project including land associated with disposal of clearing debris
and excavated material. Lands required include construction ingress and egress rights of
way, easement land to construct the project and a temporary easement on the land on
which the equipment is positioned while constructing the project.

Real Estate costs are further documented in the revised Real Estate Plan.

Feature 16 — Bank Stabilization -

Costs in this feature represent those costs associated with the construction of new Grade
“B” stone (R1200) riprap keys into the bank and the longitudinal fill stone toe protection
to provide a new bank stabilization structure necessary for this Project.

Feature 30 - Planning, Engineering and Design (PED) -

Costs for this account represent a compilation of costs from the individual elements of the
Little Rock District, which have and will work on providing a complete, biddable design
package. Technical indirect and district overhead costs for the respective elements are
also a part of these costs. The PED amount was determined by taking 15 percent of the
construction contract cost.

Feature 31 - Construction Management -

These construction management (CM) costs represent total costs for the Construction
Branch (District and Field Offices) and project management. These costs include the
Technical Indirect and District Overhead markups for these respective organizations.

The CM amount was furnished by Construction Branch personnel at 10 percent of the
construction contract cost.

C5.0-4 DISCUSSION OF CONTINGENCIES

The contingency assigned to the cost estimate was based upon the results of an
abbreviated Cost Risk Analysis Study on May 16 and 23, 2012. The study included all of
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the PDT members, and used the set of Excel spreadsheets provided by the Cost
Engineering Center of Expertise of Walla Walla District.

01 - Lands and Damages - Real Estate (RE) determined the land values using local
knowledge of structure/land costs and by completing a visual inspection of each property.
RE recommended using a 20% contingency on structure/land values that were assigned.
Property appraisals will be further detailed prior to implementation for a final comparison of
options and recommendation. Relocation assistance is an allocated amount based on the size
of the family being affected. Real Estate has reliable historical information on administrative
costs used for land acquisitions.

Based on Information from the Center of Expertise, contingency for Lands and Damages was
not evaluated in the Cost Risk Analysis Study.

Feature 16 — Bank Stabilization - The results of the abbreviated cost risk analysis study for
Alternative 2 was a 24% weighted construction contingency. The team thought the risks lay
in the lack of a complete engineering survey and the potential of additional scour damage
occurring before the project can be constructed.

Feature 30 - Planning, Engineering, and Design (PED). The results of the abbreviated cost
risk analysis study for Alternative 2 was a 2% PED contingency. The civil designer felt that
the project was simple in nature and cost growth for this work would be small.

Feature 31 — Construction Management (CM). The results of the abbreviated cost risk
analysis study for Alternative 3 was an 8% CM contingency. The construction management
team member felt the cost risk for his effort would be marginal based upon the limited scope
of the proposed project.

C5.0-5 - ESCALATION

Escalation is based on the results obtained from the Total Project Cost Summary (TPCS).
Tables in the TPCS reflect the indices in the March 31, 2012 EM1110-2-1304 CWCCIS
based upon a Gantt Chart schedule prepared on May 24, 2012.
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s TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY ****

Printed:6/13/2012

Page 1 of 2
PROJECT:  Alternative 2. Full Length LFSTP Bank Stabilization, White River, Augusta, Arkansas DISTRICT: Little Rock District PREPARED:  5/24/2012
LOCATION:  City of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas POC: CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, Bruce W. Watson
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; Bank Stabilization, White River, City of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas
E
WBS Structure ESTIMATED COST FROJECTFIRSTCOST ~  (Constant TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
Doller Basis)
Program Year (Budget EC): 2013
Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 12
Spent Thru:
WBS Civil Works COSsT CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL 1-Oct-12 COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description ($K) ($K) (%) ($K) % ($K) ($K) {$K) ($K) (3K ($K) (K0
A B [ D E F G H 1 J K L M N (o}
16 BANK STABILIZATION $639 $151 24% $788 0.8% $644 $152 $796 $654 $154 $809
#N/A - -
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $639 $151 $789 0.9% $644 $152 $796 $654 $154 $809
01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $63 $13 20% $75 0.9% ° $63 $13 $76 $63 $13 $78]
22 FEASIBILITY STUDY (CAP studies) $100 $100
30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING & DESIGN $50 $1 2% $51 0.7% $50 $1 $51 $52 $1 $53
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT $64 $5 8% $69 0.7% $64 $5 $70 $66 $6 $72
PROJECT 0071 TOTALS: $815 $170 21% $985 $822 $171 $993 $100 $836 $174 $1,110
A
CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, Bruce W. Watson
,‘ ESTIMATED FEDERAL COST: 65% $656
vy’ sy A PROJECT MANAGER, Nancy Haseley ESTIMATED NON-FEDERAL COST: 35% $353
”} FEDERAL FEASIBILITY CAP COSTS:  100% $100
D JA / CHIEF, REAL ESTATE, Don Balch ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST: $1,110

X

s,
(E

Iy

f\

2\
-
'

Jj’—ﬂi' _~otHIEF, PLANNING, Patricia Anslow

CHIEF, ENGINEERING, Tony Batey

IEF, PM-PB, Brinda Jackson

CHIEF, DPM, Craig Pierce

Filename: Alt 2 Augusta Bank Stab 101508_TPCS_Mar2012.xIsx
TPCS

O&M OUTSIDE OF TOTAL PROJECT COST:



*% TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY **** Printed:6/13/2012

Page 2 of 2
**% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY ****
PROJECT:  Alternative 2. Full Length LFSTP Bank Stabilization, White River, Augusta, Arkansas DISTRICT: Little Rock District PREPARED:  5/24/2012
LOCATION:  City of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas POC: CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, Bruce W. Watson
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; Bank Stabilization, White River, City of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas
WBS Structure ESTIMATED COST PROJECT FIRST COST (Constant TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
Doller Basis)
Estimate Prepared: 24-May-12 Program Year (Budget EC): 2013
Effective Price Level: 1-Oct-12 Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 12
RISK BASED
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description ($K) ($K) % ($K) (%) ($K) ($K) ($K) Date (%) ($K) ($K) ($K)
A B C E F G | J P M N (0]
PHASE 1 or CONTRACT 1
16 BANK STABILIZATION $639 $151 24% $789 0.9% $644 $152 $796 2014Q1 1.6% $654 $154 $809
#N/A
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $639 $151 24% $789 $644 $152 $796 $654 $154 $809
01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $63 $13 20% $75 0.9% $63 $13 $76 2013Q2 0.3% $63 $13 $76
30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING & DESIGN
0.5%  Project Management $3 $0 2.1% $3 0.7% $3 $0 $3 2014Q1 2.9% $3 $0 $3
Planning & Environmental Compliance 2.1%
6.1%  Engineering & Design $39 $1 2.1% $40 0.7% $39 $1 $40 2014Q1 2.9% $40 $1 $41)
Engineering Tech Review ITR & VE 2.1%
1.0%  Contracting & Reprographics $6 $0 2.1% $6 0.7% $6 $0 $6 2014Q1 2.9% $6 $0 $6
Engineering During Construction 2.1%
0.3%  Planning During Construction $2 $0 2.1% $2 0.7% $2 $0 $2 2014Q1 2.9% $2 $0 $2
Project Operations 2.1%
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
9.5%  Construction Management $61 $5 8.3% $66 0.7% $61 $5 $67 2014Q1 2.9% $63 $5 $69
Project Operation: 8.3%
0.5%  Project Management $3 $0 8.3% $3 0.7% $3 $0 $3 2014Q1 2.9% $3 $0 $3
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $815 $170 $985 $822 $171 $993 $836 $174 $1,010

Filename: Alt 2 Augusta Bank Stab 101508 _TPCS_Mar2012.xIsx

TPCS




*% TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY **** Printed:6/5/2012

Page 2 of 2
**% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY ****
PROJECT:  Alternative 2. Bank Stabilization, White River, Augusta, Arkansas DISTRICT: Little Rock District PREPARED:  5/24/2012
LOCATION:  City of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas POC: CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, Bruce W. Watson
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; Bank Stabilization, White River, City of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas
WBS Structure ESTIMATED COST PROJECT FIRST COST (Constant TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
Doller Basis)
Estimate Prepared: 24-May-12 Program Year (Budget EC): 2013
Effective Price Level: 1-Oct-12 Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 12
RISK BASED
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description ($K) ($K) % ($K) (%) ($K) ($K) ($K) Date (%) ($K) ($K) ($K)
A B C E F G | J P M N (0]
PHASE 1 or CONTRACT 1
16 BANK STABILIZATION $639 $151 24% $789 0.9% $644 $152 $796 2013Q1 $644 $152 $796
#N/A
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $639 $151 24% $789 $644 $152 $796 $644 $152 $796
01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $63 $13 20% $75 0.9% $63 $13 $76 2013Q2 0.3% $63 $13 $76
30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING & DESIGN
0.5%  Project Management $3 $0 2.1% $3 0.7% $3 $0 $3 2014Q1 2.9% $3 $0 $3
Planning & Environmental Compliance 2.1%
6.1%  Engineering & Design $39 $1 2.1% $40 0.7% $39 $1 $40 2014Q1 2.9% $40 $1 $41)
Engineering Tech Review ITR & VE 2.1%
1.0%  Contracting & Reprographics $6 $0 2.1% $6 0.7% $6 $0 $6 2014Q1 2.9% $6 $0 $6
Engineering During Construction 2.1%
0.3%  Planning During Construction $2 $0 2.1% $2 0.7% $2 $0 $2 2014Q1 2.9% $2 $0 $2
Project Operations 2.1%
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
9.5%  Construction Management $61 $5 8.3% $66 0.7% $61 $5 $67 2014Q1 2.9% $63 $5 $69
Project Operation: 8.3%
0.5%  Project Management $3 $0 8.3% $3 0.7% $3 $0 $3 2014Q1 2.9% $3 $0 $3
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $815 $170 $985 $822 $171 $993 $826 $171 $997

Filename: Alt 2 Augusta Bank Stab 101508 _TPCS_Mar2012.xIsx

TPCS




101508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project

Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40M
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study

Project Manager:

Meeting Date:

PDT Members

Project Management:

Contracting:

Real Estate:

H&H:

Engineering & Design:

Cost Engineering:
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101508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40M
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

BS Ite Contract Cost % Contingency $ Contingency Total
1 [16 BANK STABILIZATION Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection Incl Keys $ 576,863 25.00% $ 144,215.75 $ 721,078.75
2 |16 BANK STABILIZATION Excavation including disposal offisite $ 10,862 16.67% $ 1,810.33 $ 12,672.33
3 |16 BANK STABILIZATION Reinforce public street $ 30,847 10.42% $ 3,213.23 $ 34,060.23
4 |16 BANK STABILIZATION Clearing and Grubbing $ 11,676 10.42% $ 1,216.25 $ 12,892.25
5 | Item Name $ - 0.00% $ - $ -
6 | Item Name $ - 0.00% $ - $ -
7 | Item Name $ - 0.00% $ - $ -
8 | Item Name $ - 0.00% $ - $ -
9 | Item Name $ - 0.00% $ - $ -
10 | Item Name $ - 0.00% $ - $ -
11 | Item Name $ - 0.00% $ - $ -
Remaining (Total Const. Contract Cost
12 Construction Items minus Z of items #1-11) $ 8,319 1.3% 0.00% $ - $ 8,318.74
13 |3o PLANNING, ENGINEERING, AND DESIGN Planning, Engineering, & Design $ 50,000 2.08% $ 1,041.67 $ 51,041.67
14 |31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT Construction Management $ 64,200 8.33% $ 5,350.00 $ 69,550.00
Total Construction Estimate $ 638,567 $ 150,456 $ 789,022
Total Planning, Engineering & Design $ 50,000 $ 1,042 $ 51,042
Total Construction Management $ 64,200 $ 5,350 $ 69,550
| Total $ 752,767 $ 156,847 $ 909,614 |
Weighted Construction Contingency = 23.6%
Planning, Engineering & Design Contingency = 21%
Construction Management Contingency = 8.3%

Input & Calculations Page 1 of 1



01508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study Risk Level
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Very Likely| 2 3
Meeting Date:  16-May-12 Likely 1 2
Unlikely 0 1 3 3
Very Unlikely} 0 0 1 | 2
Negligible Marginal Significant Critical Crisis
| Risk PDT Discussions & Conclusions Lo | Risk |
Element Affected WBS ltem Concerns (Include logic & justification for choice of Likelihood & Impact) LiEHeed L0 Level

Project Scope

PS-1 Longltuldlnal Fill Stone Toe Upper length fixed. Could be shorter. Protection could be shorter and still protect the sewer line. Very Unlikely Negligible 0

Protection Incl Keys

PS-2 Ef)f(i(;\;a“on LTl Eligeeel No concerns. Also limited by historically significant bldgs. Purpose of the project is to protect important infrastructure. Unlikely Negligible 0
PS-3 Reinforce public street loaded trucks traveling on this street or area. LIKELY Marginal 2
PS-4 Clearing and Grubbing No change envisioned. Unlikely Marginal 1
PS-5 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
PS-6 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
PS-7 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
PS-8 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
PS-9 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
PS-10 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
PS-11 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
PS-12 Remaining Construction Items  [Minor. Not likely to change Designer to recompute. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
PS-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design |Scope is fixed. Coordination with City's work in kind. Unlikely Marginal 1
PS-14 Construction Management Scope is fixed. Coordination with City's work in kind. LIKELY Marginal 2

Risk Register Page 1 of 8



01508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study Risk Level
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Very Likely| 2 3
Meeting Date:  16-May-12 Likely 1 2
Unlikely 0 1 3 3
Very Unlikely} 0 0 1 | 2
Negligible Marginal Significant Critical Crisis
| Risk PDT Discussions & Conclusions Lo Risk |
Element Affected WBS ltem Concerns (Include logic & justification for choice of Likelihood & Impact) LiEHeed L0 | Level

Acquisition Strategy

AS-1 Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Limited competition with MATOC. LIKELY Marginal 2

Protection Incl Keys

AS-2 E;;?f“c’" MG el Limited competition with MATOC. LIKELY Marginal 2
AS-3 Reinforce public street LIKELY Marginal 2
AS-4 Clearing and Grubbing LIKELY Marginal 2
AS-5 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
AS-6 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
AS-7 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
AS-8 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
AS-9 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
AS-10 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
AS-11 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
AS-12 Remaining Construction ltems Very Unlikely Negligible 0
AS-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design Very Unlikely Negligible 0
AS-14 Construction Management Very Unlikely Negligible 0

Risk Register Page 2 of 8



01508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study Risk Level
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Very Likely| 2 3
Meeting Date:  16-May-12 Likely 1 2
Unlikely 0 1 3 3
Very Unlikely} 0 0 1 | 2
Negligible Marginal Significant Critical Crisis
| Risk PDT Discussions & Conclusions Lo | Risk |
Element Affected WBS ltem Concerns (Include logic & justification for choice of Likelihood & Impact) LiEHeed L0 Level
Construction Complexity
— " Trees and boat docks with their anchors. Numerous boats to move and return . - : .
CcC-1 Longltu.dlnal Fill Stone Toe after construction. Construction is simple. Must work around trees. Not sure of Bank s not 190 tall. City is not aware of the projects true complexity. Slope LIKELY Marginal 2
Protection Incl Keys R R under water is very steep.
land ownership. Landowners have agreed to move docks and boats at their cost|
Excavation including disposal . .
CcC-2 offisite Some underwater excavation. LIKELY Marginal 2
CC-3 Reinforce public street Simple. Shape and add gravel. Contractor's responsibility to repair damage. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
> ; o ;
cca Clearing and Grubbing Simple. Downstream, gg::. Some trees in water. Extra reach. Pull from side into river and LIKELY Negligible 1
CC-5 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CC-6 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
cc-7 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
cc-8 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Ccc-9 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CC-10 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CC-11 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CC-12 Remaining Construction Items  |Simple turfing. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CC-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design [No changes. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CC-14 Construction Management Extra time for QA. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Volatile Commodities

Risk Register Page 3 of 8



01508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study Risk Level
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Very Likely| 2 3
Meeting Date:  16-May-12 Likely 1 2
Unlikely 0 1 3 3
Very Unlikely} 0 0 1 | 2
Negligible Marginal Significant Critical Crisis
| Risk PDT Discussions & Conclusions Lo Risk |
Element Affected WBS ltem CEIEEIE (Include logic & justification for choice of Likelihood & Impact) LiEHeed L0 Level
Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe ' . . . .

VC-1 Protection Incl Keys Gas and diesel only. Riprap only purchased item for project. LIKELY Marginal 2
VC-2 Ef);i(;?t\éatlon MG el Gas and diesel only. Small quantity LIKELY Negligible 1
VC-3 Reinforce public street Small quantity LIKELY Negligible 1
VC-4 Clearing and Grubbing Small quantity LIKELY Negligible 1
VC-5 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
VC-6 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
VC-7 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
VC-8 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
VC-9 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
VC-10 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
VC-11 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
VC-12 Remaining Construction Items  [seeding. Small quantity. Unlikely Negligible 0
VC-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design [Small project. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
VC-14 Construction Management Higher cost per trip due to higher oil prices. LIKELY Negligible 1
Quantities

o1 Longltu.dlnal Fill Stone Toe Surveys are good. All rock is placed below ordinary high water. Slope under Area if applicable problem is limited. LIKELY Critical 5

Protection Incl Keys water is steep.

Risk Register Page 4 of 8



01508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study Risk Level
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Very Likely| 2 3
Meeting Date:  16-May-12 Likely 1 2
Unlikely 0 1 3 3
Very Unlikely} 0 0 1 | 2
Negligible Marginal Significant Critical Crisis
| Risk PDT Discussions & Conclusions Lo Risk |
Element Affected WES ltem Concerns (Include logic & justification for choice of Likelihood & Impact) LiEHeed L0 Level
Q-2 Ef)f(i(;\;a“on LTl Eligeesl Surveys are good. Quantities not likely to change Unlikely Marginal 1
Q-3 Reinforce public street small area. Not a big impact to the project. Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-4 Clearing and Grubbing Small area. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-5 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-6 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-7 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-8 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-9 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-10 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-11 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-12 Remaining Construction Items  |minimal. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design [Small project. No change to project. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Q-14 Construction Management Unlikely Marginal 1
Fabrication & Project Installed Equipment
Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe . . . . . -

FI-1 Protection Incl Keys None. No fabricated equipment. Excavation and riprap only. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Fl-2 Ef)f(;\;a“on cldingispeses Very Unlikely Negligible 0

Risk Register Page 5 of 8



01508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study Risk Level
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Very Likely| 2 3
Meeting Date:  16-May-12 Likely 1 2
Unlikely 0 1 3 3
Very Unlikely} 0 0 1 | 2
Negligible Marginal Significant Critical Crisis
| Risk PDT Discussions & Conclusions Lo Risk |
Element Affected WES ltem Concerns (Include logic & justification for choice of Likelihood & Impact) LiEHeed L0 Level
FI-3 Reinforce public street Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Fl-4 Clearing and Grubbing Very Unlikely Negligible 0
FI-5 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
FI-6 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
FI-7 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
FI-8 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
FI-9 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
FI-10 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Fl-11 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Fl-12 Remaining Construction ltems Very Unlikely Negligible 0
FI-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Fl-14 Construction Management Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Cost Estimating Method
Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe -, . . . .
CE-1 Protection Incl Keys Quantities from designer. No plans provided. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
Excavation including disposal -, . . .

CE-2 offisite Quantities from designer. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-3 Reinforce public street Cost estimate prepared current guidance. Very Unlikely Negligible 0

Risk Register Page 6 of 8



01508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study Risk Level
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Very Likely| 2 3
Meeting Date:  16-May-12 Likely 1 2
Unlikely 0 1 3 3
Very Unlikely} 0 0 1 | 2
Negligible Marginal Significant Critical Crisis
Risk PDT Discussions & Conclusions - Risk |
Element Affected WBS ltem Concerns (Include logic & justification for choice of Likelihood & Impact) e a Impact Level

CE-4 Clearing and Grubbing Cost estimate prepared current guidance. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-5 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-6 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-7 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-8 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-9 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-10 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-11 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-12 Remaining Construction Items ~ |None. Low cost Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design [None Very Unlikely Negligible 0
CE-14 Construction Management none. Very Unlikely Negligible 0
External Project Risks

EX-1 Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe No risks. This is continuing authorities funded. Will use the model PPA. No delays foreseen Very Unlikely Negligible 0

Protection Incl Keys

EX-2 Ef)f(i(;\;a“on including disposal |\, icks. This is continuing authorities funded. Will use the model PPA. No delays foreseen Very LIKELY Negligible 2
EX-3 Reinforce public street No risks. This is continuing authorities funded. Will use the model PPA. No delays foreseen Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-4 Clearing and Grubbing No risks. This is continuing authorities funded. Will use the model PPA. No delays foreseen Very Unlikely Negligible 0
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01508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40

Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Meeting Date:  16-May-12

Very Likely|

Likely

Unlikely

Very Unlikely]

Risk Level
2 3
1 2
0 1 3 3
0 0 1 | 2

Negligible Marginal Significant Critical

Crisis

| EIS::znt Affected WBS ltem Concerns (Include logic ;:?;tlijfiii;;lizii(f)gfcis:i:zg?iiig_lsihood & Impact) LiEHeed L0 Feijﬁ
EX-5 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-6 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-7 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-8 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-9 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-10 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-11 Item Name Very Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-12 Remaining Construction Items  [Other external risks in the previous items Very Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design Very Unlikely Negligible 0
EX-14 Construction Management Very Unlikely Negligible 0
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101508 Alternative 2, Longitudinal Fill Stone Toe Protection for Entire Project Length, CAP Augusta, AR Section 14 Feasibility Study - PROJECT < $40M
Project Development Stage: Feasibility Study
Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Selected Work Breakdown Structure Items
=~ 4 § ) (Zé.
T 3 5l S N @
T S S ks} < ~ IS
< q[,lb 5 5 & & o o o o o o o o §,§ R §°’ §,§5
SRS &5 | & eS| § § § § § § § §5| S8 Fe
S0 Lo S = $3 = 3 Z S = S < 78 SR
SPX| & 5 S &< Fs SSS| &8
SSS | Ko & & SN § 5 5 5 5 5 5 & S TP | 5a
NMZES KRS & 4 [SNQ) & < S < & & S & O TwQ |OS
Project Scope - - 2 1 - = - = - 5 - - 1 2
Acquisition Strategy 2 2 2 2 - = = = 5 = - - -
Construction Complexity 2 2 - 1 - = - 5 - 5 - - -
a
c
£
o| [Volatile Commodities 2 1 1 1 = = 5 = 5 = - - - 1
w
4
)
4
®| [Quantities 5 1 - = - = - - - - - - - 1
(&S]
‘g
>
|_
Fabrication & Project
Installed Equipment - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cost Estimating Method - = - = - = - = - - - - -
External Project Risks = 2 = = = = = - - - - - -

WBS Risk Matrix Page 1 of 1




LITTLE ROCK DISTRICT COST ENGINEERING SECTION TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

Project Name:
Project Location:

Description:

CAP, City of Augusta, Arkansas Section 14 Feasibility Study (P2 No. 101508)

Woodruff County, Northeast Arkansas

The project is to stabilize 2,000 feet of White River's East Bank starting in the
Southwest portion of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas to protect the City's
sanitary sewer pipe.

Reviewer's Signature:

Circle Level of Estimate:

Circie Type of Estimate:

WAGENER PAUL G 1232170028 5/30/2012
Reconnaissance Baseline/Feasibility DM Plans & Specs
Other (specify)

Mititary HTRW

INSTRUCTIONS: Check items with an appropriate "Yes" or "No" answer. Check "N/A"
for items that do not pertain to the level or type of estimate being reviewed. For items
checked "No", submit review comments on a appropriate "Comment Review Form."

Yes| No | N/A

1.00 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

X 1.01 Has reviewer been provided a complete detailed estimate and final project documents?

X 1.02 Does reviewer have a clear definition of scope?

X 1.03 Is the estimate prepared in MCACES?

X 1.04 Is cost estimate prepared to a level of detail commensurate with the information provided?
2.00 PROJECT DESCRIPTION (General Details) in Project Notes
210 Basis of Design

X 2.11 Do the estimate's project notes give a clear definition of scope?

X Do project notes indicate type of estimate, contract number?
212 (Example: Feasibility report, dated ; DM # , dated )

X 213 Is cost estimate using the appropriate equipment, crew, and UPB databases.

X Is cost estimate using the proper labor database as required by CESWL-ED-C
214 memorandum dated 1 October 1896, subject: Labor Rates Study?

X 2.15 Are effective dates for labor, equipment, material pricing given?
2.20. Construction Schedule

X Does the estimate make appropriate use of overtime to meet project schedule
2.21 requirements?

X Was a project construction time determined by using either a bar chart and
2.22 Microsoft Project 20077

X Does the construction contract period include a minimum of thirty calendar days
2.23 for contract submittals and sixty calendar days for contract close-out?

X 2.24 Does the construction schedule include appropriate time for delivery of materials?

X 2.25 Have weather days and holidays been included in the construction calendar?

X Does the construction schedule appear to be a reasonable iength of time and
2.26 sequence of work?

X 2.27 Is the critical path clearly identified?
2.30 Project Construction

X 2.3 Was contractor's site access considered?

Augusta 101508 SWL Technical Review Checklist xis Page 1 of 4 1/29/98




LITTLE ROCK DISTRICT COST ENGINEERING SECTION TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

Project Name:
Project Location:

CAP, City of Augusta, Arkansas Section 14 Feasibility Study (P2 No. 101508)

Woadruff County, Northeast Arkansas

The project is to stabilize 2,000 feet of White River's East Bank starting in the
Southwest portion of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas to protect the City's

Description: sanitary sewer pipe.
X 2.32 Are borrow areas identified?
X 2.33 Have all necessary temporary utilities been considered?
X 2.34 Is construction methodology sound? |
X Does the estimate appropriately consider unusual conditions (soil, water,
2.35 wnather\? i
X 2.36 Does the estimate appropriately consider unique techniques of construction?
X 2.37 Is equipment/labor availability & distance traveled considered?
X Does the estimate appropriately consider any environmental concerns (HTRW,
2.38 wildlife, etc.)?
X 2.39 Question: At this point do you, the reviewer, have a good understanding of the project?
‘3.00 GENERAL ESTIMATE LAYOUT
X 3.01 Has cost estimate been structured in the appropriate work breakdown structure?
Has the cost estimate been prepared in accordance with CESWL-ED-C
X 3.02 memorandum dated 31 October 1996, subject: Office Procedure for Creating A
Bid Schedule From Standard Work Breakdown Structure?
X 3.03 Did estimator use current and applicabie software (MCACES MIi or correct
) version of CEDEP, etc.)?
Is the most detailed level of the cost estimate related to a construction task which
X 3.04 . o
is performed by specific labor crew?
4,00 OWNER, INDIRECTS AND MARKUPS
X 4.01 Are appropriate taxes (sales, user, etc.) included as may be required?
X 4.02 Is Prime's Field Office Overhead (FOOH) calculated?
X Is Prime's FOOH complete, follow FOOH model, correct times for superintendent
4.03 and other FOOH personnel and equipment?
X 4.04 Does Prime's Overhead look reasonable for this type of work?
X 4.05 Was Prime's Profit calculated using the weighted guideline method?
X Has the bond been correctly caiculated and does it seem reasonabie? Bond is
4.06 Running Amount
X 4.07 Are subcontractor assignments reasonable?
Does subcontractor's FOOH and Home Office Overhead look reasonable for this
X
4.08 type of work?
X Is the profit for subcontractors performing a major part of the total work,
4.09 calculated using the weighted guideline method?
X 410 Is Price Level Date Correct?
X Does the design contingency amount reflect the level of design and impact from
411 cost? Contingency Shown on TPCS
X 412 Is the design contingency applied at the lowest applicable title level?
X | 413 For military projects, does the cost estimate include 5.7% for S&A?
x | 414 For military projects, does the cost estimate include a 5.0% construction
o econtinneneou?
X Is escalation taken into account and correctly calculated to the midpoint of
4.15 construction? Escalation shown on TPCS

Augusta 101508 SWL Technical Review Checklist.xis Page 2 of 4
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LITTLE ROCK DISTRICT COST ENGINEERING SECTION TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

Project Name:
Project Location:

CAP, City of Augusta, Arkansas Section 14 Feasibility Study (P2 No. 101508)

Woodruff County, Northeast Arkansas

The project is to stabilize 2,000 feet of White River's East Bank starting in the
Southwest portion of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas to protect the City's

Description: sanitary sewer pipe.
Have costs for the 30 (Engineering and Design) and 31 (Construction
X 416 - Management) accounts been provided by the Project Manager and accurately
X Are Costs for 01 account (Lands and Damages) provided by Real Estate Division
417 and accurately input into MCACES , if applicable?
Are Costs for 18 account (Culture Resource Preservation) provided by Water
X 418 Resources & Environmental Branch and accurately input into MCACES, if
X 419 Do costs roll up correctly?
| | Isoo | DETALS
X 5.01 Are title and subtitle quantities and unit of measurements properly installed?
X 5.02 Do quantities look reasonable?
X 5.03 Are quantities accurate for critical costs items?
X 5.04 Does layout of work look reasonable? i.e. Subwork?, Overtime?
X 5.05 Is Mob & Demob total cost reasonable?
X 5.06 Do crew assembly makeups look reasonable?.
X 5.07 Does estimator state in title notes assumptions made for development of cost?
X 5.08 Are note fields used to briefly explain the details?
X 5.0 Does estimate contain specific detail to make judgment on whether costs are
. ecorrent? -
X Do notes for earthwork tasks specify use of proper shrink, swell & bulking and
510 proper UOM (BCY, CCY, LCY).
X 5.11 Do quote Unit of Measures (UOM's) for earthwork match installation UOM's?
X 5.12 Do production rates for crews look reasonable?.
X 513 Does Estimate contain Sub Quotes (dependent on type of estimate.)?
X Are there quotes for major material costs & are they current and complete -
5.14 include freight, taxes, FOB where, etc.?
X 5.15 Does the project settings report for O.T. and modifiers look reasonable?
X 5.16 Does estimate match the design documents?
Are appropriate allowances clearly identified and applied in either the quantity
X takeoffs or the estimate to items where there is loss due to handling, placement,
517 cutting, transportation, contamination, etc.?
X Are costs included for testing concrete, soils, pavements, HTRW, HVAC
518 Balancing, electrical start-up, etc.?
X | 519 Does mechanical detail reflect the equipment list provided on the project plans?
X { 520 Does electrical detail reflect the equipment list provided on the project plans?
600 AF Form 1178/Army ENG Form 3086
X Has an AF Form 1178 been prepared using the electronic format provided by
6.01. Cost Engineering Branch?
X 1 6.02 Are blocks 1 through 11 of the AF Form 1178 properly filled out?
X 1 6.03 Is an accurate category code number provided for each primary facility?
X Has an AF Form 1178 been prepared in accordance with CESWL-ED-C
6.04 memorandum dated 15 December 1995, subject. Preparation of AF Form 1178

Augusta 101508 SWL Technical Review Checklist.xls

Page 3of4
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LITTLE ROCK DISTRICT COST ENGINEERING SECTION TECHNICAL REVIEW CHECKLIST

Project Name:
Project Location:

Description:

CAP, City of Augusta, Arkansas Section 14 Feasibility Study (P2 No. 101508)

Woodruff County, Northeast Arkansas

The project is to stabilize 2,000 feet of White River's East Bank starting in the
Southwest portion of Augusta, Woodruff County, Arkansas to protect the City's
sanitary sewer pipe.

6.05

Has one AF Form 1178 been prepared showing only the base bid CWE and a
second AF Form 1178 showing a CWE which includes both the base bid and a
combination of alternate bid items that produces the greatest CWE?

6.06

Has an Army ENG Form 3086 been prepared using the TRACES PC-Cost Budget
Estimating System?

6.07

Has one Army ENG Form 3086 been prepared showing only the base bid CWE
and a second Army ENG Form 3086 showing a CWE which includes both the
base bid and _a combination of alternate bid items that produces the greatest

Augusta 101508 SWL Technical Review Checklist.xls

Page 4 of 4

1/28/88



SWL — Cost Engineering Section REVIEW COMMENTS

0 DESIGN MEMO X  ENGR & CONST CESWL- 0O CESWL-0OC-
O ENVIMPACT STATEMENT Div EC-DC X
0 __ PLANS & SPECIFICATIONS O OPERATIONS DIV CESWL-OP- 0 CESWL-LO-
X REPORT - Feasibility Study 0 REAL ESTATEDIV = CESWL-RE- _
0 OTHER 0O RESIDENT CESWL-CO- 0 CESWL-IM-
ENGINEER
O CESWL- O CESWL-CT-
0 CESWL-PD
0 CESWL-SO
PROJECT: CAP, City of Augusta, Arkansas Section 14 Feasibility LOCATION: Woodruff County, ACTION
Study (P2 No. 101508) Northeast Arkansas A-CONCUR
D-DO NOT
CONCUR
REVIEWER: PGW DATE: 30 May 2012 ANBNYOTATED
CMT. | PARAOR COMMENT
- NO. DWG NO. : (TYPE OR PRINT)
Cost . . .
1 Estimate | CONsider using calculated bond. Chém ged 1o calewtadted bond s /& ~_
Cost 1 Information provided indicates that the sponsor will provide work in kind, and :
2 Estimate | therefore cost estimate reflects a low non-Federal amount. Please include a note a ﬂ 7&
to reflect this in the MIl project notes. No+, adde )
Cost The Cost Estimate has several items with zero quantities. The information
3 Estimate provided indicates that the current selected Plan does not include this work, but it A
may be added back at a later date. Please include a note to reflect this in the MIl | <— #—
project notes. De; devs co/zevo Qugnt/7/es
4 Cost Escalation and Contingency are shown on the TPCS and not on the cost estimate. /J
Estimate. | Please include a note to reflect this in the Ml project notes to avoid confusion. C ] Ji
5 TPCS Information provided indicates that Federal/non-Federal split should be 65/35;
, TPCS shows 50/50. Please Verify. Cnevecte d 7o 65% fed /35 % ME | C {{Z g d
7
6 _
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
1L of 1
Fage L o Aug 87
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Appendix D —
Sponsor’s Letter of Intent

White River, Augusta, Arkansas,
Woodruff County, Arkansas






Appendix E —
Financial Capacity
Self Certification

White River, Augusta, Arkansas,
Woodruff County, Arkansas
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